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IN'fRO D U CTIO N. 


The follo,ving correspondence originated 
in the CirCU111stances briefly stated in the 
first letter. The subjects discussed are 
decisive upon the controversy bet,veen 
the t,vo Churches; and aTe, therefore, 
reconlnlended to the earnest consideration 
of all readers, accoll1paniecl by a sincere 
disposition to discover ß:nd elllbrace the 
Truth, also by fervent prayer for Divine 
guidance, and for strength to overcome 
every obstacle. 
The proposed plan of publislling the 
controversy in opposite pages lIas been 
abandoned, at the recommendation of 
several friends, including publishers, and 
is replaced by a copious Index. 
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No. I. 


To the Right Reverend Bishop Bro
cn. 


Right Ueverend Sir, 
At the conference which I had with Bishop Gillis 
in Edinburgh, in August last, he intimated that 
Lord - would find no difficulty in obtaining the aid 
of a Roman Catholic Priest or Bishop in defence of 
the doctrines of the Ronlan Catholic Church. At his 
Lordship's request you have undertaken the task, and 
I have great pleasure in entering upon the controversy 
between the Churches of England and Ronle with a 
Bishop, whose long standing at the head of a Ronlan 
Catholic College, gives promise of all being said that 
can be brought forward in defence of the doctrines of 
the Church of Rome, and also stated with the ability 
which can rendeJ; such a controversy of permanent 
value. 
Before entering upon the question, I beg to state the 
prelilninary arrangements into which we have entered. 
Lord - sent TIle the following proposal :- 
2 
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"1. That some 'ì'ital doctrine upon which the rest 
of the Catholic faith hangs shall be selected as the 
theme of discussion. 
"2. That l\Ir. Baylee shalllnake his attack, and his 
opponent respond until the subject is finished. 
"3. That the Cathðlic chanlpion shall attack in his 
turn, and 
lr. Baylee defend himself in like lllanner." 
To that proposal I at once consente
, with the fol- 
lowing modifications :- 
"1. That the controversy be published simultane- 
ously in a leading Protestant and Roman Catholic 
Journal-the Protestant Journal publishing both sides 
of the controversy, and the Ronlan Catholic one doing 
the smne. 
"2. That both parties answer all questions proposed 
to them respecting the doctrines of the two Churches. 
"3. That each party be at full liberty to publish the 
'whole controversy, provided it- is done without any 
abridgnlent. 
"4. The Ronlan Catholic Bishop is to bind hinlself 
to defend all the doctrines and authorised practices 
of the Church of Rome. 
"5. :Thlr. Bay lee binds himself to defend all and every- 
thing contained in the Book of Common Prayer." 
. To these proposals you added the following modifica- . 
bons :- 
"1. That after the respondent shall have given in 
his answers to a certain number of objections raised- 
say to six-he proceed to propose the same number of 
objections, and so on by turns.* 
"2. That I engage to defend those doctrines and 
practices of the Roman Catholic Church ,vhich have 
received her formal 8anet.ion and no others or much 
valuable time nlay be wasted.' . ' 
"'Vith these modifications I accept the proposals 
made by l\
r. 
aylee, he having agreed to mine. I 
propose objectIng to the sixth of the Thirty-nine 
Articles. 


(Signed) 


+ J. BnoWN. 


Chepstow, Dec. 3, 1850." 


· This was not adhered to. lest it might perplex the reader. 
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As soon as I received this cOllununication through 
Lord -, I returned the following answer:- 
"I hereby agree to the above conditions, and shall 
begin with the Infallibility of the ROlnan Church. 
JOSEPH BA YLEE, 1'1. A. 


St. Aidan's, Dec. 16, 1850." 


Since then the duties incident to CluistInas and a 
telllporary illness prevented my commencing the cor- 
respondence until now. The editor of the )J[orning 
Hm'ald has n10st kindly opened his colunlns to the con- 
troversy, and you have selected the Catholic Standa'ì"d. 
'Vithout further preface, therefore, I beg to sub- 
mit to your anillladversion, and to the judgnIent of the 
Christian Church, the following paper on the Infal- 
libility of the ROlnan Church. 
The question to be debated between us is-the 
Infallibility of the Church of Rome. 
You will, therefore, bear in n1Índ that we are not 
engaged upon the question of the Infallibility of the 
Church Catholic. I shall gladly go to that question in 
subsequent letters, if you desire it, but for the present 
we must keep strictly to our question. 
Is THE ROMAN CHURCH INFALLIBLE? 
I assert that she is not, and adduce the following 
reasons in proof of that assertion :- 
I. She has departed fronl Catholic antiquity. 
II. She has schis1l1atically separated herself fro111 the 
other branches of the Church Catholic. 
III. She is grossly superstitious. 
IV. She teaches inImorality and inlPurity. 
V. She is anti -Scriptural in her doctrines, and has 
the predicted characteristics of the fanc
 Church. 
I feel, Right Reverend Sir, that some apology is due 
to your feelings, for the emploYlnent of strong language 
in debating these points. I hope, however, that I 
shall only use such as truth requires, and that I shall 
be preserved by Divine grace from any needless use of 
language calculated to wound the feelings. Permit 
me, once for all, to say that nothing is farther from 
my desire than needlessly offensive language, and that 
I Ehallulake use of none which I am not willing to hear 
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in return, if it can be shown to be applicable to the 
Church of England. 
First, then, I assert that the Church of Rome is not 
infallible, inasmuch as she has departed from Catholic 
antiquity. 
She has done so in the following particulars: 
1. The Canon of Scripture. 
2. The Object of public worship, and the cf-'lebration 
of the Christian mysteries. 
3. The definition of the Catholic faith as essential to 
salvation. 
4. The prerogatives of the See of Rome. 


(1.) THE CANON' OF SCRIPTURE. 
On this subject the testimony of St. Jerome is so 
clear that there is no room for controversy. 
No one can reasonably doubt that St. Jerome kne,v 
",,'hat the Catholic Church had received as Canonical 
Scripture, and what she had rejected. It is to him that 
the Christian Church is indebted for the noble Latin 
version of Holy Scripture con1monl y called the Vulgate. 
His words in his preface to the first book of Samuel 
are: 
"Hic prologus, Scripturarum quasi galeatum prin- 
cipium, omnibus libris quos de Hebræo vertin1us in Lati- 
nUln, convenire potest; ut scire valeamus quicquid extra 
hos est inter Apocrypha esse ponendum. Igitur Sapicn- 
tia, quæ vulgo Salomonis inscribitur, et J esu filii Sirach 
libel', et J uc1ith, et Tobias, et Pastor, NON S'L
T IN 
CAKO
E. 
Iacchabæorum librum prin1ull1 Hebraicull1 
reperi, secundus Græcus est, quod ex ipsa quoque phrasi 
probari poteRt." 
"This preface may suit as an introduction to all the 
books which I anl translating froin Hebrew into Latin, 
that ,ve may kno,v that whatever is outside these is to 
be classed amongst apocryphal books; therefore the 
Book of 'Visdom, which is con1monly entitled the 
"\Visdon1 of S010l110n, the Bool{ of Jesus the Son of 
Sirach, and Judith, and Tobit, and the Shepherd (of 
IIcrmas), ARE KOT IN THE CAKOX. I have found the first 
book of J\Iaccabees in IIcbrcw; the second is Greek, as 
ll1ay be proved fron1 its very phraseology." 
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In his preface to the Books of Solonlon St. Jerome 
says: 
"Secundus apud Hebræos nus quam est, quiD et ipse 
stylus Græcanl eloquentiam redolet; et nonnulli Scrip- 
torum veterum hunc e
se Judæi Philonis affirnlant. 
Sicut ergo Judith et Tobias, et 1\Iacchabæorum libros 
legit quidem ecclesia, sed eas inter canonicas Scrip- 
turas non recipit; sic et hæc duo volun1Ïl1a legat ad 
ædificationem plebis, non ad authoritatem ecclesiasti- 
carum dogmatorum confirmandum." 
" The second is nowhere found amongst the Hebrews, 
and its very style evidences a Greek original, and 
some of the ancient writers affirnl that it was written 
by Philo J udæus. .Like, therefore, the books of J H- 
dith, Tobit, and the )Iaccabees, WHICH THE CHCRCH 
I
DEED READS, BUT D
ES KuT AD)IIT THE)! A
IOXGST THE 
CANONICAL SCRIPTURES; so also she reads those two vo- 
lumes for the edification of the people, BGT NOT FOR 
THE COXFIR1IATÍON OF ECCLESIASTICAL DOG1IAS." 
There are other similar testiulonies of St. Jeronle in 
his prologues, but these are abundantly sufficient to 
prove that the Catholic Church in his days had rejected 
the Apocrypha from any claim to be the inspired word 
of God. 
I therefore state the argulnent thus:- . 
In the days of St. J eronle, the Catholic Church 
(including the Church of Rome) declared the ApocrJ- 
phal books not to be inspired. 
At the Council of Trent the Church of Rome de- 
clared the same Apocryphal books to be inspired. 
The Church of Rome, therefore, contradicts herself, 
and consequently is fallible, and has fallen into error. 
(2.) THE. CHURCH OF RO
[E HAS DEPARTED FROY CA- 
THOLIC ANTIQCIIY IY THE OBJECT OF PUBLIC WORSHIP t 
AND IN THE CELEBRATION OF THE CHRISTIAN MYSTERIES. 
The earliest Christian Liturgy extant is the CIelnen- 
tine, as preserved in the apostolic constitutions. Of its 
authenticity there can be no reasonable doubt. The 
only charge brought against it is a supposed inter- 
polation of no inlportance. In a few days I shall 
publish it in a separate tract. That LituIgy enables 
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us to see what was the Catholic worship in the prilni- 
tive tiInes; that is, certainly before the Nicene Synod, 
A.D. 325. 
In it adoration is presented to God, and not to the 
IIost. 
The Church of Rome prescribes the "rorship of the 
Host. 
This part of the argument 111ay be stated thus: 
Either the flost is God, or it is not. 
If it be God, then the prin1Ïtive Church Catholic 
erred in not commanding it to be worshipped. 
If it be not God, then the Church of ROllle has 
COnl111anded idolatry. 
In either case the Church of Rome is fallible; for 
her primitive wOIship did not differ frOlll that of the 
Church Catholic, and therefore ..her nlodern ,vorship 
contradicts her own ancient ,vorship, and consequently 
she is not only fallible, but has fallen. 
Farther, she has departed fron1 Catholic antiquity in 
the celebration of the Christian mysteries. 
Catholic antiquity (as appears from the Clen1entine 
Liturgy) was contented with the oblation of the uncon- 
secrated elel11ents. 
Catholic antiquity had no prayers to the dead, either 
in the way of inferior worship, or of seeking their 
in tercession. 
In her present Canon of the l\Iass the Church of 
Rome departs fr0111 her own prinlÎtive "rOI'ship in this 
particular. 
The ancient liturgy presents the unconsecrated ele- 
ments as a eucharist; that is a thank-offering. 
The ROlllan Canon of the l\Iass declares the offerinO" 
to be a sin-offering. 0 
The sanlO offering could not bè a thank-offerino- and 
a sin -offeril1 o O"' No sin-offerillO" the blood of ,
rhich 
0' 
"ras brought into the holy place, could be eaten (Lev. 
yi. 30). Therefore, whatever offerillO' was eaten, was 
not such a sin-offering. 0 
The blood of Christ's offerinO' was brought into the 
holy place (IIeb. ix. 12); and 11Ïs sacrifice was conse- 
quently a sin-offering which could not be eaten (Isa. 
liii. 10). 
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The Church of ROllle, therefore, in identifying the 
LOld's Supper ,yith the sacrifice of Christ, and in 
luaking it a sin-offering, contradicts primitive anti- 
quity, which declares it to be a eucharistic offering, 
and denies the testimony of Scripture and her own 
primitive worship. 
She, therefore, has erred, and consequently is not 
infallible. 
On a future occasion I shall probably refer again to 
the Clementine Liturgy. The above is more than 
sufficient to prove the truth of the assertion, that the 
RODlan Church is fallible. 


(3.) SHE HAS DEPARTED FRO)! CATHOLIC ANTIQUITY 
IN HER DEFINITION OF THE CATHOLIC FAITH AS ESSEX- 
TIAL TO SALVATION. 
The Kicene Synod defined the faith of the Catholic 
Church not only inclusively, but exclusively. 
he pro- 
nounced an anathenla against anyone who should pre- 
sume to add to that symbol as the Creed of the Church 
Catholic. At a subsequent council, where it 'was pro- 
posed to insert a ne,v article in order to condemn 
a then troublesome heresy, the fathers of the council, 
deterred by the Nicene anathema, declared it to be 
beyond their power to alter the CI eed of the Church, 
either by addition or nlutilation. They declared them- 
selves and the Church Catholic to be limited to the 
Kicene synlbol. 
At the opening of the Tridentine Council the same 
thing was acknowledged. Yet the Church of Rome 
has since adn1Îtted the Creed of Pope Pius IV., and so 
has brought herself under the Nicene anathenla. 
The Athanasian Creed defines the faving dogmas of 
the Catholic faith both inclusively and exclusively. It 
says, " This is the Catholic faith." 
'Vhoever wishes'to be saved (Quicunque vult salvm 4 i) 
is to believe it: whoever rejects it will be damned. 
The Church of ROIne anathenlatizes the person who 
will not add twelve articles to that creed. 
he has 
therefore departed from Catholic antiquity, and so has 
fallen. 
The question is not whether those additional articles 
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be true or false. The object of a symbol of faith is to 
declare those truths which are essential to nlenlbership 
in the Church or to salvation. 
The argument may be stated thus :- 
Either the added articles are essential to salvation or 
they are not. 
If they be essential, then the.PriInitiveChurch Catholic 
'vas fallible, in leaving them out of her symbol. 
If they be not essential, then the Ronlan has erred, 
in declaring them to be so. 
In either case Rome has erred-for she did not adopt 
the new symbol until A.D. 1564. 
(4.) THE CHURCH OF RO)fE HAS DEPARTED FROM 
CATHOLIC ANTIQUITY RESPECTI
G THE SUPREl\IACY OF TilE 
SEE OF ROME. 
For the present I shall content myself with the fatuous 
canon of the great Nicene council. It is as follows :- 
" Let the ancient customs prevail, so that the Bishop 
of Alexandria may have jurisdiction over all the affairs 
of Egypt, Libya, and Pentapolis, for this is also the cus- 
tom of the Bishops of Rome, and likewise throughout 
Antioch; and in the other provinces let their privileges 
be preserved to the churches. 
"And this is altogether evident, that if anyone 
become a bishop without the consent of the metropolitan, 
this great synod decrees that such a one ought not to 
be a Bishop. And if two or three, through a private 
contentiousness, oppose the comlnon vote of all, being 
accordant and in conformity with the ecclesiastical Canon, 
let the vote of the nlajority prevaiL" 
In this Canon we have the bounds of ecclesiastical 
jurisdiction very clearly defined. The General Council, 
by its very act of legislation, assulned power over the 
,vhole Church. Each nletropolitan ,vas supreme in his 
own province, subject only to the general council. The 
Bis
10p of Rome had his province and jurisdiction by 
anCIent custom, and had no authority over the other 
nlCtropoli tans. 
In the case of 
 d
vided election there was no appeal 
to Rome; the maJonty of votes decided. Such was the 
ecclesiastical governlnent in prin1Ítive antiquity. There 
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was in the Nicene period no ROl11an supremacy, although 
a primacy. of honour was allowed to Rome, as the 
imperial city. All early antiquity is against a1}.y such 
claim to supremacy. 
Rome, therefore, has departed from the Catholic ad- 
n1Ïnistration of Church governnlent, and refuses to act 
in accordance with the decrees of the first General 
Council. 
On this point, therefore, the argument is this :- 
The Roman Church in the Nicene age submitted to 
the authority of the Nicene Synod. 
The present Roman Church denies the same. 
She has, therefore, fallen, and has consequently no 
claim to infallibility. 
Ronle, then, has departed fron1 Catholic antiquity 
respecting the Canon of Scriptures, the object of public 
worship, the celebration of the Christian mysteries, the 
definition of the essential Catholic faith, and the juris- 
diction of the See of Ron1e. She has, therefore, lost all 
claim to Catholicity, and has departed from the faith 
once delivered to the saints. 


II. ROME HAS SCHISMATICALLY SEPARATED HERSELF 
FROM THE OTHER BRANCHES OF THE CHURCH CATHOLIC. 
The prOl11ise of perpetuity to the Church was given 
to her as a whole, and not to any separate branch of it. 
Sepal ate branches are threatened with excision, e.g., 
the threatenings to the Seven Churches of Asia (Rev. ii. 
5.), and through them to all Churches (Rev. ii. 7.), and 
St. Paul's warning to the whole Gentile Church in his 
Epistle to the Ronlans (Rom. xi. 22.) 
The promise of Christ's perpetual presence ,vas given 
to the whole apostolate (
Iatt. xxviii. 20.); it cannot 
therefore be restricted to one of them. 
Even if the Bishop of Rome be the successor of St. 
Peter, he has no higher claim in this than the Bishop 
of Antioch, where St. Peter is alleged to have ruled 
as a Bishop, and to have appointed a successor. 
The successors of the other Apostles have as full a 
claim to that blessed pron1Ïse of Christ's perpetual pre- 
sence with them as the successors of St. Peter. If, 
therefore, that prOlnise has not made them infallible, it 
has not nlade the latter infallible. 
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It 'was to the collective body that Christ promised his 
perpetual presence, for we have already seen that he 
threatened individual excision. The Bishop of RODle 
has separated from the cOllllllunion of the successors of 
the whole twelve Apostles, (including St. Peter's suc- 
cessors at Antioch); he. has therefore become schisDlatic, 
and has lost his claim to the promise which w'as made 
to the collective body. 
Schismatic Rome, therefore, cannot be infallible. 


III. TIlE CrrURCH OF ROME IS GROSSLY SUPERSTITIOUS. 
If infallibility be the gift of God, it Inust have been 
bestowed for a great practical purpose. 
Infallible teachers and governors permitting great 
superstitions to exist un rebuked, and even fostering 
them, is an absurdity. 
The Church of Honle does this, and, therefore, she 
has no clailll to infallibility. 
1. Her Popes and Priests have fallen into the grossest 
superstition and idolatry respecting the blessed Virgin 
.1\lary. 
2. They have in many instances encouraged, and in 
no cases rebuked, the degrading tales and superstitions 
respecting the scapular, the miraculous medal, the holy 
coa t, winking images, and ten thousand similar things. 
3. Her Priests obtain money by saying masses for sick 
cows, for bringing fish to the coast, and such like. 
In other words, according to their doctrine, they 
bring down the Lord of Glory from heaven to earth, 
and offer him up as a sacrifice for the cure of a sick 
cO'w, or the obtaining of a fè'\v herrings. 
A Church which has ever tolerated such practices as 
these, (and I know" then1 to be true,) cannot free herself 
frOlll the charge of encouraging superstition, still less 
can she lay claiIn to infallibility. 


IV. rrUE CrrURCII OF RO
E TEACHES DBIORALITY AXD 
IMPURITY. 
Her doctrine of cOlupulsory confession of every recol- 
lected sin in action, "'Tord, thought, or feeling, involves 
the necessity of the grossest immorality and impurity. 
In proof of this I make the following offer: let me 
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Ineet twelve Ronlan Catholic fathers and husbands in 
the presence of a Ronlan Catholic Priest; I shall call 
upon the Priest to read to thenl the questions which 
the Church requires him to put to their wives and 
daughters, and then let those twelve moral men decide 
,,-hether they would permit questions so polluting to be 
put to their wives and daughters. 
So long as the Church of Rome has this foulness In 
bel' systelll, she has no clainl to the allegiance of any 
nloral nlan, much less any clainl to infallibility. 


V. LASTLY, SHE IS A
TI-SCRIPTURAL IN HER DOC- 
TRIXES, A
D HAS THE PREDICTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE 
FALLEN CHURCH. 
Her doctrine of justification is opposed to that which 
is taught by St. Patù in his epistle to the Romans. 
The decree of the Council of Trent is :-" Si quis 
dixerit fidem justificantem nihil aliud esse quanl fidu- 
cianI divinæ misericordiæ peccata remittentis prúpter 
Christunl, vel earn fiduciam solam esse qua justificamur 
anathema sit." 
"If anyone shall say that justifying faith is nothing 
else but a confidence in the divine mercy pardoning 
sins for Christ's sake, or that that confidence is the 
only thing by which we are jU:itified, LET EDI BE 
ACCL'RSED. " 
St. Paul declares, that "being justified by faith ,ye 
llave peace with God, through our Lord Jesus Christ." 
(Rom. v.I.) He declares that justification to be with- 
out works, "Even as David also describeth the bless- 
edness of the man unto whom God imputeth righteous- 
ness without works, saying Blessed are they whose 
iniquities are forgiven, and whose sins are covered. 
Blessed is the nIan to whonl the Lord will not inlpute 
sin." (Rom. iv. û-
.) 
Let us compare these declarations ,vith the awful 
decree given above, and then let us solemnly ask our- 
selves - lIas not Rome departed fro111 the faith once 
delivered to the Saints? Does she not deny one of the 
fundamen tal doctrines of the Christian religion? 
...t\gain, with regard to the assurance of final safety, 
the Council of Trent decrees :._" Serno quoque quanl- 
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diu in hac TIlortalitate vivitur de arcano divinæ predes- 
tinationis nlysterio usque adeo præsumere bebet, ut 
certo statuat se omnino esse denumero prædestinato- 
rUIn. " 
"No one also, so long as he lives in this mortal state, 
ought to presulne so.."'Íar upon the decree of the divine 
predestination, as to say that he certainly belongs to the 
nunlber of the predestined." 
Our blessed Saviour teaches-" He that believeth 
on TIle hath EVERLASTIKG life." (John, vi. 47.) ":\ly 
sheep hear my voice, and I know them, and they follo,v 
me, and I give unto them eternal life; and they shall 
never perish, neither shall any man pluck them out of 
my hand." (John, x. 27, 28.) 
If, therefore, anyone hear the voice of Christ and 
follow him, he is one of his sheep, and shall never per- 
ish. Yet the Church of ROlne pronounces her awful 
nlalediction on one who would dare to apply that pre- 
cious truth to his own soul. 
I might adduce many other doctrines in which Rome 
lIas departed from Christian truth, but I have selected 
these two, because they are the great centre of all in- 
telligent personal piety. It is obscurity in the practical 
application of them which creates the need of formalism. 
The poweI of them renders error of any vital character 
impossible. 
But, Sir, tllere is a farther Scriptural argument 
against Romish infallibility. The Roman Church has 
the great features of the predicted corruptions of the 
Christian religion. 
1. She forbids to marry, representing the holy ordi- 
nance of matrimony as unfit for the Christian n1Ïnistry. 
In doing so, she falls under the fearful description of the 
departure from the faith in 1 Tim. iv. 3. 
It 
s v
in to say that that passage refers to ancient 
heretics, Inasmuch as that which 'vas anciently heretical 
cannot now be a catholic truth. 
2. She has turned away from the truth and llas 
turned unto fables. Witness the circulation of all the 
false and foolish fables of the Roman breviary, and the 
prohibition of the free circulation of God's word. 
(2 Tlin. iv. 4. and iü. 13-17.) 
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3. She is full of wIlat St. Paul calls-" power, and 
signs, and lying wonders." (2 Thess. ii. 9.) She is 
remarkable for her appeals to pretended miracles, which 
are not, and ougI1t not to be believed by her own 
thoughtful members, so nUlCIl so, that when Protes- 
tants speak against such degrading superstitions and 
impostures, they are told that the Church is not res- 
ponsible for them. 
'Yill any Roman Catholic bisIlop d
fend the account 
of St. Simon Stock, of the dog that brought him meat 
on Sundays and holidays; of the ,vooden image in the 
city of Chester that stretched out a finger to the Car- 
melite monks, and said, "These are my brothers;" of 
the wicked unrepentant sinner, who was converted in 
his dying moments by laying a scapular upon him, 
although he refused to listen to one word about Jesus 
Christ? 
Yet the book of tlle Scapular, which contains these 
fables, is in wide circulation, and Roman Catholic priests 
make a great deal of money by blessing scapulars. 
4. St. Peter predicts the introduction into the Church 
of "damnable heresies" by false teachers, and gives us 
one mark of them, but too strikingly applicable to Ro- 
mish errors: "Through covetousness shall they with 
feigned words make merchandize of you." (2 Peter, 
ii. 3.) 
Every novelty introduced into the Christian Church 
by the Church of Rome tends directly to her pecuniary 
eUlohunent--e. g. private nlasses for the dead, prayers 
to relieve souls in purgatory, the pretended treasury 
of the saints' merits, the doctrine of indulgences, tlle 
blessing of scapulars, cords, rings, medals, and such 
like, all of which fulfil the same.r\.p03tle's words, "J\Iany 
shall follow their pernicious ways; by reason of whonl 
the way of truth shall be evil spoken of." (2 Peter, 
.. '> ) 
11. _. 
5. Lastly, all antiquity is agreed that the Babylon of 
the Apocalypse is Ronle, and this is acknowledged in tIle 
notes to the Rhelnish Testanlent. The words are- 
" Babylon, either the city of the devil in general, or, if 
this place be to be understood of any particular city, 
Pagan Rome, which then, and for three hundred years 
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persecuted the Church, and was the principal seat both 
of el1lpire anù idolatry." 
It is of no avail for Romish commentators to assert 
TIabylon to be Pagan Roule, for her next change is 
fr0111 bad to worsc. The 18th chapter declares her next 
change to be one full.of all abmninations, and that she 
was to continue so until the coming of Christ to judg- 
11lcnt. Indeed, 110 thoughtful ROlnanist can read those 
three chapters withoat an inward shudder. He is taught 
by his own conlmentators that Rome is Babylon, and St. 
John declares her eud to be " Her plagues shall come in 
one day, death and mourning and faIlline." (Rev. xviii. 
18.) . 
These, Sir, are SOl1le of the grounds upon which the 
R01llan Church is regarded by us as a fallen church. 
I trust l1lany of her members will give heed to the di- 
vine warning, "COllie out of her, nlY people." 
It is a matter of unfeigned regret to me to be com- 
pelled to use such language in addressing a Roman Ca- 
tholic Bishop. I could not with fidelity to truth speak 
less strongly, because it is the language of God's 1101y 
"\V ord, that 'V ord by which w'e shall all be judged at 
the last day. 
I reInain, Right Rev. Sir, 
Your faithful servant, .. 
JOSEPfI B...\.YLEE. 


St. Aidan's, Jan. 20, 1351. 
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No. II. 


To the Rere1'cncl Joseph Ba'!JZee, PJ'indr(t
 of 
St. Aidan's College, Biì'kenliead. 


Reverend Sir, 
The discussion upon which we enter is of infinite 
importance. If we adhere strictly to the points we have 
undertaken to conlbat and defend, and argue them out 
logically, it is not too much to expect that our readers 
will, on one side or the other, have grounds for more 
than suspicion that, till n01V, they have been in 
grievous error regarding the fundamental principles of 
belief. 
,y oe, then, to those who, fronl human respect, weak- 
ness, or indifference, may hesitate to follow the lights 
now offered them by the Providence of God. Error 
which hitherto will have been, I trust, invincible, and 
therefore not charged against theln by a good and just 
Judge, must thenceforth remain without excuse. (John, 
xv. 22.) The fearful punishment of voluntary unbelief 
is declared in strong ternlS, by Eternal Truth, l\Iark, 
xvi. 16, (my Scripture quotations shall always be taken 
from the English Protestant version), "He that be- 
lieveth not shall be damned." Surely, then, those who 
are sincere inquirers after religious truth, and who look 
for its elucidation to our discussion, will recognise the 
urgent duty of imploring earnestly the great grace to 
be preserved from every prejudice, and to be directed 
by HÏ1n who is "the way, the truth. and the life," 
(John, xiv. 6,)-and of offering themselves to foll01v 
withersoever He shall lead: "Speak, for thy servant 
heareth." (1 Sam. üi. 10.) "For what is a man pro- 
fited, if he shall gain the whole world, and lose his 
own soul? or what shall a man give in exchange for 
his soul?" (
Iatt. xvi. 26.) 
The first, reverend sir, of your published letters 
addressed to me, imposes a long and tedious duty: 
not that of defending only one vital doctrine, against 
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w'hich a limited number of objections should, in tl1e 
first instance be pIoposed, (and to this I sought to con- 
fine the discussion by our preliminary correspondence, 
for reasons therein assigned), butoffollowing you through 
a n1aze of imputed erroneous teaching of the Church of 
Rome, from which it . s difficult to extricate myself, in 
the extent of a single letter, such as I can venture to 
intrude upon the pages of a daily journal. It is true, 
indeed, that all these alleged errors are connected with 
the question of Infallibility; but so they would be ,vith 
the still more general question of Religious Truth: yet 
you could scarcely venture upon putting forward such a 
variety of important topics, against the Truth of a cer- 
tain Church, when argument upon some one vital doc- 
trine had been expressly stipulated. The value of 
alleged Infallibility in a Church is snch, that, if it 
can be once established, all dependent controversies are 
thereby decided and terminated; therefore, having its 
objective truth or falsehood in the vV ord of God, this 
had better have been directly grappled with; as, when 
the right to an estate is in litigation, the main title to 
the whole should be considered, ere that to detached 
portions is controverted. 
IIowever, reverend sir, I will not fail to notice each 
and all of your arguments; but I must be allowed to 
do so, in such a manner as my sense of duty points out. 
Therefore, before pursuing your fugitive objections, I 
filn bound, in justice to the great cause in my hands, 
to lay down and establish certain fundamental pre- 
n1Ìses; and, if these appear as conclusive to the minds 
of others, as they are to mine, perchance our readers 
"Till conjecture why you ,vouId have me pass them by. 
Conciseness I am strictly compelled to study, leaving 
to future develoPlnent, any point or argument you may 
consider defective, or ,veak. Had you allowed me, as 
I requested, according to many precedents, to open the 
discussion, by submittin cr such evidences as I micrht 
think fit to allege, in pro
f of the position you requi
ed 
me to defe.nd, and which you could, at your option, 
proceed to Impugn, there would be more lucid order in 
our controversy, and you w'ould not have that lono- 
start of Ine, which may be inconvenient to our reader
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I. Faith is necessary for salvation, and must not ex- 
clude any revealed truth, when duly proposed. This 
is an iUlnledia te consequence of the reverence Inan owes 
to God, when He "\"ouchsafes to conlnlunicate any por- 
tion of His eternal truths. The inquiry becoming a 
Christian is, Hath God so revealed? But the difficul- 
tie3 suggested by our lin1Ïted understandings, not involv. 
ing a nmnifest contradiction, lllay be alleged only in 
confirIuatÏon, or in absence, of Divine Revelation. 
If this principle be adnlitted, your notion of separate 
branches of a Church Catholic, in the Illeaning of their 
being integral portions of the One Church of Christ, 
though differing fron1 each other but in one single doc- 
trine of Revelation, is exploded. God cannot reveal 
contradictions, nor approve of error; therefore, if He 
have pre3trved a Church acceptable to Him upon earth, 
it is that Church only, which holds no C}'1"OneOUS teaching. 
Hence our divine Saviour, in :1\Iark, xvi. 15, says, 
"Preach the Gospel,"-and mark the force of the ternl; 
there then existed no 'lcritten gospel, consequently, He 
spoke of the whole body of "good tidings," which he 
came to manifest-" he that believeth not," without 
any exception being 111ade, "shall be dmnned." See 
l\Iatt. xxviii. 20: "Teaching thell1 to observe all things 
whatsoever I have cOlnnlanded you." See, also, Titus, 
iii. 10, and Gal. v. 19-21, where every heresy, without 
distinction of the importance of the doctrine it assails, 
is alike reprobated. So the primitive bishops under- 
stood, and so they applied, the word of God-rejecting 
fr0111 the Catholic Church, everyone who refused to 
accept her teaching on any point, howsoever less im- 
portant it may be thought, in comparison with other 
doctrines: "If any bishop, pIiest, or deacon shall cele- 
brate Easter-day before the vernal equinox, with the 
Jews, let hinl be cast out." Fir8t Council of Nice, 
call. viii.-" 'Ve receive the Arians, )Iacedonians, and 
Sabbatians," [see how, with the assailants of the consub- 
stantiality of Christ, and of the divinity of the Holy 
Ghost, are classed the Sabbatians who rejected the 
teaching of the Church on nlere nlatters of disciplineJ., 
" provided they anathematise ece1:J heresy 'lchiclt does not 
3 
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agree 'lcith the Holy Catlwlic Cl
urch." Council of Con- 
stantinople, can. ix. 
II. True divine faith is not mere opinion-a hesita- 
ting admission of doctrine: but, it is a finn undoubting 
acceptance of the truth duly proposed; for it is a gift 
of God. "Let hill1 -ask in faith, nothing wavering." 
(James, i. 6.) "1Vhat doth hinder Il1e to be baptized? 
And Philip said, If thou believest 'l,vitl
 all thine heart, 
thou Inayest." (Acts, viii. 36, 37.) " vVhen I give lllY 
assent to what God has revealed, I do it not only 
,vith a certain assurance that what I believe is true, but 
'l.vitl
 an absolute security t/tat it cannot possibly be false." 
Archbishop 'Vake, Commentary on the Cateclâsm, p. 27. 
IIo,\'", then, can man acquire such absolute security, 
that the doctrine he believes cannot possibly be false, 
,vith regard to the whole body of good tidings Ievealed, 
and required to be believed under penalty of damna- 
tion? 'Ve know that God is a loving }"ather, who ,vill 
not punish us for not performing impossibilities. tVe 
cannot entertain such a notion of our 1110st merciful Sa- 
viour as to conceive, in the absence of allY contrary 
proof, that having spent so long a portion of His sacred 
life in \vearisome instruction and preaching, and having 
insisted so strongly on belief in all His diyine comnlU- 
nications, lIe hath bequeathed, to those for whom He 
shed His blood, no means of acquiring, with unhesita- 
ting certainty, that so necessary faith. If not; what 
are those means? where are they?-I am coming nearer 
to the point at issue. 
III. The nleans instituted by our divine Redeemer, 
for obt2.ining thé security against fear of error, essential 
to saving faith, is not tIte exm"cise of pri
ate judgment, by 
each individual, 'upon tl
e meaning of the Sac'ì.ed SC'ì"iptures. 
1. The word of God nowhere declares it; neither in 
Psalm, cxix. 99, nor in John, v. 39, nor Acts, xvii. 3, 
nor 2 Tim. iii. 15, nor elsewhere, as I will readily prove, 
if called to do so. 
2. The Scriptures are, in n10st of the controverted 
p
ssages, and elsewhere, very obscure; neither is it pro- 
mIsed that clear light of interpretation shall be given to 
pr
yer. All profess to pray; yet thousands are clinging 
to Innum
rable contradictory interpretations. This ob- 
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scurity affects many of what are termed fundamental 
doctrines, as several eminent Protestant writers adnlit. 
If proofs be wanted, they are abundantly supplied by 
the present state of Christendonl; too nnlCh so, by the 
frightful infidelity, which is the natural offspring of 
Lutheranisln and Calvinisnl throughout Europe. Nay, 
if the principle of private judgment, to the exclusion 
of teachIng authority, be fairly carried out, it cannot 
consistently fail to conduct to anything besides infi- 
delity. For, how can a lllan of ordinary humility, see 
the multitudes arrayed against his scriptural views, 
having in their ranks Il1en of highest talent, earnest 
inquiry, edifying lives, and yet arriving at diametrically 
adverse conclusions by the application of the !:Same 
principle. alleged to have been accol1lpanied by sincere 
prayer-how can he see this, yet dare to go beyond 
a mere opinion, (felt to be liable to change in tte pos- 
sible, nay, probable, presence of new or stronger argu- 
ments), in his conclusion that he, and those agreeing 
,vith hinl, are alone right, and all others are in lament- 
able error? Can he reasonably entertain absolute 
security that his views cannot possibly be false? If not 
-and this reasoning applies to every disputed religious 
tenet-divine faith is wanting; consequently, it is re- 
placed by infidelity or mere human opinion. He 'must 
comrnence, in his exercise of private j'ltdgment, with 'ltni- 
reersal ooubt, and 'ì'naintain it pe1'lwps to the end oj his 
life. 
3. In the absence of any sound proof that our divine 
Lord did appoint private judgment, to be the guide of 
each. individual, in ascertaining the only true nleaning 
of Scripture, and with so luuch counter-evidence, it is 
just to argue, fronl His goodness and wisdom, that He 
did not institute a system which was positively inap- 
plicable, for 1,400 years, to the great bulk of His fol- 
lowers, those whom He distinguished during His mortal 
life by special marks of tenderness-the poor and igno- 
rant. Kow, so long as the lllultiplication of copies of 
the Sacred Scriptures depended upon the labours of 
the pen, prior to' the art of printing in the fifteenth 
century, copies of the Scriptures were so scarce and 
valuable, as to be placed beyond the reach of an), save 
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"realthy persons. By the calculation of a Protestant, 
(Beansobre,) a single copy IUllst haye sold for nearly 
100l. of our money! and, if a copy were obtained at an 
euornlOUS price, 'yet the vast proportion of Christians 
"rere unable to read; consequently, unable to exercise, 
each one, his privat judgment, on the interpretation of 
the Sacred V ohuue. 
4. I do not no,v delay to prove the fact, that w
il3t 
Protestants of every denOlnination con
pire to reject, 
in principle, the guidance of authority in religion, there 
is scarcely an irldividual whose religious creed is not, 
in ll1any leading points, dependent, however inconsis- 
tently, upon teachiug authority. His division of the 
Bible into chapters and verses; the punctuation, which 
contributes so greatly to his conclusions froln its 
perusal; the choice of meaning adopted in the version 
,vhich he uses; prejudice derived fronl parents, teachers, 
clcrg-ynlCl1,-all s'way powerfully is judgnlent, and COln- 
l110nly form it. 
5. In truth, so great should be the application, so 
extensive the reading, so varied the learning, requisite 
to enable a luan to fornl his creed, with tlze sec'ltrity of 
faitlt, upon the Scriptures, as interpreted by his own 
judgnIcnt, on the lnany controverted passages ;-such 
an accurate collation of parallel passages is requi3Îte,- 
such an anxious weighing of the conflicting argunlcn ts 
of ancient and nlOdern cOlllnlcntators-such a profound 
investigation of all that is necessary to throw light on 
renlote customs, on forg0tten idiOllls, on the perplexing 
"Variety of readings, if he ,vould apply to the discovery 
of soul-saving truths, the means thought necessary for 
ascertaining the true meaning of ancient profane writers 
-that it nlay be doubted whether there exists a n1an, 
who is equal to the labour of such a task. 'Vhat then 
are the lllultitudes of poor and ignorant to do, whose 
souls have been Iedeeuled by the blood of Christ, and of 
,dlOltl belief in the whole sum of IIis good tidings is 
required? For "he that believeth not shall be danlned." 
IV. Negative argunIents, such as the foregoing, de- 
manding indeed for their full effect much develop1l1ent, 
,yhich your objections lnay serve to brino- out with 
lllore point and force, but ,vhich are no'
 concisely 


. 
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subnlitted to the serious consideration of sincere in- 
quirers after truth, prepare us for tIle only rel11aining 
alternative, if the private judgment of each individual 
be not the l11CanS for securing faith, - Teaching 
..c'\.uthority. "\Vhat, indeed, :is more congenial to the 
requirements of mankind, D10st of whOln have little 
tin1e, inclination, or means for carrying in to effect a 
profound study of the inspired writings; all of whom 
have reason to fear the influence of ll1isdirection- 
the prejudices of birth, education, and interests? Con- 
cord in private fan1Ìlies, the well-being of social life, 
are n1aintained, only by the recognition of teaching 
au thori ty: and can we iluagine, risking on such 
imagining our eternal happiness or misery, that our all- 
wise Legislator, who distinctly foresaw all the fatal 
results, witne8sed by us, of leaving to each one's 
private judgn1ent the interpretation of doctrines and 
duties, had neither the wisdOln nor compassion shown 
by hunlan lawgivers, who require, frOln all, submission 
to judlcial tribunals? 
The sacred writings supply most striking evidence 
to the contrary. Even in the Old Law, the limitation 
whereof to one snlall nation, wherein existed common 
interests, habits, and language, rendered it of far less 
importance than in the Christian dispensation, which 
'vas given for all the various nations of the world, pro- 
'Vision was divinely nlade to seCUIe the knowledge of 
.duties and belief
 throughout the long period destined 
for the continuance of the law of 
Ioses, by speaking 
authority. The ordinary tribunal was that of the 
priests, the Levites, and the chief.') of the people; the 
extraordinary was the voice of the prophets, enforcing 
le
s the true me.:"l.ning of the law, than its observance. 
See Deut. xvii. 8, 9, 11 :-" According to the sentence 
of the law which they" [the priests, Levites, and the 
judge that shall be in those days] "shall teach thee, 
thou shalt do." See, also, 2 Chron. xix. 8, 10, 11, 
where we behold the application, by the holy king 
Jehosaphat, of the divine institution :-" 
IoreoYer, 
in Jerusalem, did Jehosaphat set, of the Levites, and 
of the priests, and of the chiefs of the fathers of Israel, 
fur the judgment of tlw Lmod...... TV/tat ca'Ltse sOe'Ccr shall 
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come to JlO1t......between law and commandment, statutes 
and judgments, ye shall even warn then1 that they 
trespass not against the Lord......And, behold, Amariah, 
the Jâgh-priest, is Ol'er YO'll IN ALL matte'J's of the Lord; 
and Zebadiah, the son of Ishmael, the ruler of the house 
of Judah, for all the king's n1atters." Read the conl- 
--nents of Bishop Patrick and Gratius on these texts; 
see, also, N ehen1Îah, viii. 7, 8. The priests and Levites 
"gave the people the senRe of the hnv, and caused thelll 
to understand the reading." See l\lalachi, ii. 7; and 
add the exposition of Bishops 1Vilsan and Patrick on 
Nehemiah, with the ren1arks of Prideaux, Connections, 
vol. ii. p. 532, 546-and on l\Ialachi, see Lowth, Drusius, 
Grotius, Calvin, &c., with Josephus in his Second Book 
against A pion. 
Now for the settlen1ent of controversies bet'JI{een 
Law and Commandn1ent, so as to afford security, essen- 
tial for an act of divine belief: it is necessary that the 
teaching authority be known to be preserved from 
error, or infallible. Nothing less can, or ought to 
satisfy the mind and judgn1ent. That such was the 
security afforded in the Old Law, fallows from the 
absolute submission to the decisions of tIle appointed 
tribunal, required by the foregoing pas8ages of Scrip- 
ture; and it is confirn1ed by the striking language of 
our divine Saviour, in l\Iatt. xxiii. 2, 3: "The Scribes 
and the Pharisees sit in l\loses' seat; all, therefore, 
whatsoever they bid you observe, that observe and do." 
Departures from the la,v, in practical duties, too often 
occurred amongst the Jews; crimes, even of idolatry, 
drew down the curses of God; and even some of the 
very propI1ets were occasionally swept away by the tor- 
rent: but our readers will readily distinguish between 
Infallibility, meaning security from doctrinal error on 
th.e part of a teaching tribunal, (whereby those who 
'''
l
h to kno'
 the truth may lealn it;) and Impecca- 
bIlIty, (to whICh no clairn is 
et up.) 
V. Teaching Authority, instituted to ensure pr{'ser- 
vation from unbelief in the Old Law, and therefore 
Infallible, i
, for reasons intin1ated ab
Ye, by far more 
necessary in the New Covenant; its existence, too, is 
established by lllore conclusive evidence. 
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'Ylm t can be n10re explicit than the words of our 
Lawgiver in 1\Iatt. xviii. 17: " If he neglect to hear the 
Church, let him be unto thee as an heathen man and a 
publican?" That Church could not be a branch, hold- 
ing and teaching differently from another branch.- 
1\Iatt. xvi. 18: "Upon this rock I will build my Church, 
and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it."- 
l\Iatt. xxviii. 19, 20: "Teach all nations, teaching them 
to observe all things whatsoever I have commanded '!1m#;; 
and lo! I am 'Lcith !lmt always, even unto the end of the 
worl(l."-John xiv. 16: "I will pray the Father, and 
he shall give you another C0111forter, that he may abide 
'with !Iou, for ever, even the Spirit of Truth." These 
three last passages provide for the Church in all coming 
tin1es: hence, St. Paul calls "the church of God, the 
pillar and ground of the truth," 1 Tim. iii. 15; and Eph. 
iv. 11-15: "And he gave some apostles, &c., and some 
pastors and teachers, for the perfecting of the saints, for 
the work of the ministry, for the edifying of the body of 
Christ, till we all come in the unity of the faith......that 
henceforth we be no ?nore children, tossed to and f/"o, and 
cm''j''ied about 'With every wind of doctrine, by the sleight of 
men," &c. 
Pastors and Ten,chers could secure their flocks fr01u 
being tossed to and fro with every wind of doctrine, by 
no authority save such as would necessitate submission 
of the mind, and is, therefore, infallible. Further com- 
ment want of space forbids me: your objections n1ay 
enable ll1e to return hereafter to these Scripture proofs, 
-quite conclusive to my judgn1ent, if you will allo,v 
Catholics the exercise of it, which we claim as the or- 
dinary nleans of conducting us to .A..uthority. Those who 
may wish to see illustrated, by apostolic and prilni1ive 
practice, this institution of our Saviour, I beg to refer 
to Dr. (Cardinal) 'Yiseman's Fifth Lecture, given at 
l\loorfields' Chapel in 1836. 
No doubt, you are prepared to tell ll1e that the 
Infallibility of the Church Catholic, is 110 proof of the 
Infallibility of the Church of ROlne; and, hence, you 
prefer that the latter should be argued before the former. 
But if you allow that the Church of Christ is Inf.'ll1ible 
in teaching, or if I have proved it, the argument is 
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neither abtruse nor long, which invests with that privi- 
lege, the Ron1an Catholic Church. For, if there be any 
in1i:tllible Church, it n1ust be a Church not rejecting 
clain1 thereto. Now, the principle, on which all other 
Denon1Ínations hold back from the Honlan Catho1ic 
Church, is the alleged right of lJritoate j'lldgnwnt: the 
latter alone, fOrIned by the vast body of believers in 
communion with the Church of Rome, insists, and ever 
has insisted, upon sub1l1ission to its unerring authority. 
It is true, indeed, that, on occasions, ,ve see Lutherans, 
Calvinists, Presbyterians, and others dogmatically con- 
delnning, as guilty of error in faith, those who rpfuse 
to hold their belief-anathematising, as though tlwir 
decisions ,vere, beyond doubt, under the preserving 
influence of the Spirit of Truth-and requiring subscrip- 
tion to their Articles, sometinles under solemn oath, 
that neither now nor hereafter shall they be rejected 
nor even questioned. (Synods of SanllHu, Vitré, &c. ape 
Binghanl.) Such acts are testin10nies of the necessity 
of Infallible Authority; yet they are, in our opponents, 
but grievous inconsistencies; and where there is incon- 
sistency, there is error. 
If you require more direct and positive arguD1ents, 
applying the proofs of the Church-Catholic's Infallibi- 
lity to the Church of ROIne, it is easy to point to them. 
The Spirit of God has assigned characters, to enable 
IHen to recognise the guide which lIe has invested with 
authority to secure men flOIn the contradictions of 
hunlan judgments, 011 nlatters wherein vincible igno- 
rance entails eternal danlnation -wherein ignorance, 
even invincible, leaves them, in the struggle against 
their passions and spiritual enemies, without the helps 
bequeathed by Christ to His Church. Those characters 
w
re. 
ept ?ef()re the eyes of believers, in apostolic and 
prlmltrve tnnes, by the creeds of their Belief, viz. the 
Unity, Sanctity, Catholicity, and Apostolicity of the 
true Church. To the simplest understanding, these 
are all palpable in the Rmnan Catholic Church; scarcely 
can one of these characters be traced in any other 
Deno
ni
atio
. Further, I engage to 'show, that the 
s
lblnlsslOn 
lven to divinely-appointed, infallible autho- 
rIty, so far from degrading or nullifying hUlllan reason, 
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rests upon its strongest reCOlllll1endation, and consti- 
tutes its perfection. Once adn1Ïtted, it puts an end to 
anxieties and controversies upon faith, bestowing secu- 
ri ty and peace. 
Had I replied, reverend sir, to your objections, with- 
out the foregoing observations and argunlents, I should 
be "as one that beateth the air;" and had you allowed 
me, as is usual to the respondent, to open the discus- 
sion by those argulllents on which I llleant to rely, your 
objections might have been more to the purpose, and 
should receive a full solution. "\Vanting space, now, to 
deUlonstrate the inefficacy of your objections by esta- 
blishing the various doctrines of Catholicity which they 
assail, I lllust confine nlyself to showing their prOluinent 
defects. 
1. Your first argument is ba
ed on mis-statclnent. It 
is not conveyed, in your quotation, that the Catholic 
Church, (including the Church of Rome), declared the 
Apocryphal Books "not to be inspired;" neither that 
St. Jerome, (who does not profess to be delivering the 
teaching of the Church, but writes as a private scholar), 
even gives it as his opinion. This error, in the major 
of your syllogisnl,. is ruinous to its conclusion. St. 
Jerome proposed to himself the translation of those 
Books only of the Old Testmnellt, which existed in He- 
br
w, and which the Jews received as forming their 
canon. But against the inspiration of the other books, 
fornlil1g the Catholic canon, neither 6t. JerOlue nor the 
Jews pronounced. 
The holy Doctor says no nlore than that certain 
Books, tenned ....t\.pocrypha, were no part of the J ewi:-:h 
canon; and that the Church, which had not as yet de- 
cided their canonicity, diel not conseqù.cl1tly rank them 
amongst the canonical Scriptures, nor use them for the 
establishnlent of doctrine: a wide difference this fronl 
your representation. But the case was just such an 
one, as called upon the Church to examine the character 
of the Christian tradition, proclainled by many of her 
earliest witnesses, in favour of th
 inspiration of tho
e 
Books; and to exercise thereupon the authority she had 
received, for the guidance of the faithful. The result 
is known; and it involves the Church in no such incon- 
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sistency as that with which you, thoughtlessly I pre- 
sunIC, criIninate her. 1Vill the Anglican creed con1C 
out so free fI'ml1 inconsistency, when I exan1Ïlle you 
upon her Sixth Article? 
So far ,vas St. Jerome from declaring the A.pocryphal 
Books not to be inspired, that he has actually been hin1- 
self amongst the witnesses to their Inspiration, and 
quotes the Book of ,\YisdOlll as inspired in c. i. in Jer.; 
that of Judith he classes anlOng the sacred volumes with 
those of Esther and Ruth, p. 681, in Ep. ad Princip. 
t. ii., and in his preface to Judith; also the First Book 
of 
Iaccabees he quotes as part of sacred Scripture in 
Comrn. ìn Isaiam. c. 23. 
2. Your prOlnised version of the Liturgy, incorrectly 
tern1ed the Clelnentine, I shall watch with son1e interest. 
Confining lllyself now to your objections, I reply that 
the answer of the people, before the Communion, to the 
bishop's invitation: "Holy things for the Holy," is 
strongly expressive of adoration of the consecrated Host. 
But were these prayers of the Liturgy addressed to God 
the Father only, no legitimate conclusion could be 
thence drawn, that, therefore, belief in the Ueal Pre- 
sence did not exist; especially in th
 face of such strong 
expressions of such belief as are found at the Com- 
111union. I may ren1alk that, in our l\Iissal, all the 
prayers are addressed to the Father, until after the 
Canon. The assertion that there is no oblation of the 
consecrated Host, I can ans'ver only by the expression 
of nlY surprise, and denia1. The argument, that the 
Liturgy in question differs from the Uon1an Catholic 
rite, as having not a sin offering, I an1 unable to under- 
stand. There is in the Liturgy, after the Consecration, 
a prayer which looks to me very like a sin-offering, and 
corresponding with our rite, that "those who partake 
of the bread which is becOlue the body of Christ, anù 
of the chalice which is become His blood, may obtain 
remission of their sins." Besides the rites of the Old 
, 
Law are not to be pressed upon the sacrifice of the New 
Dispensation.-It is true, that of the departed saints 
a comlnemoration only is made, whereby to nlerit a share 
in their triumphs; but what right have you to presume, 
that no doctrine was held by those who used that Li- 
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tnrgy, beyond what is expressed therein? Yet all your 
conclusions proceed on such unwarranted assumptions, 
boldly advanced a
 though they were unquestionable. 
One thing I may thank you for, though prohably not 
intended. As prayer "for the departed in the faith" 
is offered by the bishop, you yourself assign this Popish 
doctrine to primitive times, that is, " certainly before 
the Nicene Synod in 325." 
3. Be so good as to state in what part of its acts" the 
Nicene Synod pronounced an
thenla against anyone 
who should add to the Synlbol of that Council?" 
Those who haye confidence in the boldness of your as- 
sertions, will be surprised if they find that you are com- 
pelled to fall back upon the Council of Sardica, held 
twenty-two years after that of Nice; and to own that 
the alleged anathema is your own invention, as is also 
what follows, that" the }'athers of a subsequent Coun- 
cil, deterred by the Nicene anathema, declæred it to be 
beyond their pmcer to alter' the c').eed of the ClluÎ'ch, 
e-itlter by addit'ion Or' mutilation." I deny the accuracy 
of your staten1ents, and beg they may not be over- 
looked.-I will only add further, that the refusal of 
the Council of Sardica to admit a new Symbol, was an 
act of temporary discipliné, not for want of power, but 
for prudential reasons :-that, but a few years after, the 
Council of Constantinople, to meet new en'ors, issued 
that syn1bol which your Church admits as the Kicene 
Creed :-and that, subsequently, the Creed of St. A tha- 
uasins, for a Hke purpose, was sanctioned, and is en- 
forced by your Church. This is also a sufficient reply to 
your objection from the Athanasian Creed. For the 
information of our readers, I beg to state, that the 
Council of Ephesus, in 431, did prohibit, under ana- 
thelna, any formula of faith other than that of Nice; 
yet it did not hereby declare that there was no authority 
in the Church to 'lss'lte a new formula, as occasions 
n1Ïght require, in condemnation of future heresies. Ac- 
cordingly, the Council of Chalcedon, in 451, when the 
Dleaning of the Council of Ephesus n1ust have been 
well known by the bishops at Cllalcedon, issued a for- 
mula condemnatory of recent false teachings, and de- 
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clared that the Council of Ephesus only intended to 
forbid 3 synlbol, teaching contra>"!} to the Nicene. 
4. I presulne you are not ignorant that, in the Council 
of Chalcedon, Act. xvi., Paschasinus, the legate of the 
Holy See, quoted the famous canon of the Great Nicene 
Council fr01n, it is to be supposed, a copy of the Nicene 
Acts, by far lnore ancient than an y now existing, 
though SOlne of these are found actually exhibiting the 
saIne reading; that thence he cited the alleged canon 
in terms which distinctly proclailned the supremacy of 
the Bishop of Rome; that the Fathers of Chalcedon, 
\vithout a word of opposition, adlnitted the canon as 
.reci ted by Paschasinus ;-and, let me add, the canon, 
with the reading you contend for, would prove no 
nlore than that Patriarchal jurisdiction was assigned 
to the Bishops of Alexandria and Antioch, resembling 
that held by the Bishop of Rome;-the latter, ho\vever, 
alone having unquestioned Supren1acy. 
The subsequent paragraph of your quotation from 
the Council, decreed a point of discipline, in which the 
Bishop of l{ome concurred by his legates wlto presided 
at the Council; but it forbade not appeals to the floly 
See, when any special urgency n1Ïght require the in- 
tervention of the highest authority. lIence, and this 
manifests the lneaning of the canon, some of the most 
elninent Bishops and supporters of the Nicene Council, 
ðt. ....\.thanasius of A.lexandria, l\Iarcellus of Ancyra, 
,A.sclepas of Gaza, amongst 111any others, sought, by 
appeal to the Bishop ûf Rmne, their restoration to 
their sees. The Council of Sardica, twenty-two years 
later, placed this right of appeal beyond doubt by its 
Third, Fourth, and Seventh Canons. An1 I, Ueverend 
sir, to imagine you wrote in ignorance of all this? 
5. The prOlnise of perpetuity, through Christ's per- 
petual presence, was given to the Apostles and the body 
of their successors; but, even from alnongst the Apostles, 
Peter wa
 singled out for special prerogatives. l\Iatt. 
xvi. 17-19; Luke, xxii. 31,32; John, xxi. 15-17: 
" Simon, lovest thou me more than these?........ Feed 
n1Y lambs.........Feed n1Y sheep." "For this reason, 
one is chosen out of the twelve; that a head being ap- 
pointed, the occasion of schism n1ight be Tellloved." (St. 
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Jerome, lib. i. adv. Jovin.) Not }laving a centre of 
unity diyinelyappointed, the parts of the Church would 
fall asunder. Now, where there is separation from the 
Chair ot Peter, there is self-conden1ned schis1l1. 
6. Between the I everence paid to the 
lother of God 
and the worship due to her Son, the Church teaches 
that there is infinite distance; nor does she encourage 
or tolerate superstition or idolatry. Your simple asser- 
tion, I meet by a plain denial. So, with regard to the 
next allegation, I need only say that the Church does 
rebuke whatever is degrading and superstitious, though 
you and I differ sometimes as to what acts those terms 
apply. Specify in the language of a gen tIelnan, any 
having the approval of the Church, and I will give you 
a serious reply. 
But 
Iass is offered by some priests" for the cure of 
a sick cow, or to obtain a few herrings." In your 
opinion, is it unlalCfltl to pray for tmnporal blessings? 
1Yas it unlawful to implore them, in the Old Law, by 
sacrifices? You know the contrary; therefore ,vhr, 
amongst other and most exalted ends for which the 
Eacrifice of our altars is offered, n1ay not be included a 
petition to give us our daily bread and "to deliver us 
Ú-om every kind of evil?" If abuses arise, we have 
authority to check them. The Church of Rome does not 
'J.equire - and the contrary assertion is discreditable to 
your sincerity, in the sense it conveys-" its priests to 
put to wiyes and daughters polluting questions," or any 
calculated to shock fenlale or masculine purity. 
You decide that we are anti-scriptural because we 
condemn your Calvinistic notions of salvation by faith 
alone; and Predestination. How' do you reconcile there- 
with the language of St. James, ii. 14,-" \Yhat doth 
it profit, though a n1an say he hath faith and have not 
works? Can faith save hin1?" ii. 17, "Faith, if it 
have not works, is dead." ii. 24, "Y e see, then, that 
hy works a n1an is justified, and not by faith only." 
ii. 26, "For as the body without the spirit is dead, so 
faith without works is dead also." Luther, to be con- 
sistent, refused to adn1Ït St. J mnes's Epistle as a part 
o
 Scriptur
. And how shall any n1an presume to assure 
hllnself of salvation, when St. Paul, in the First Epistle 
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to Cor. iv. 4. (permit me to give your Dr. Bloonl- 
field's translation of the first words of the text, for I 
cannot achllit that of your English version), "I am n0t 
conscious to myself of any evil; yet I a1n not hereby jus- 
tifìed.
' He says elsewhere, Phil. ii. ] 2, "'V ork out 
your salvation with fear and treulbJing." 1 Cor. x. 
12, "'Vherefore, let him that standeth take heed lest 
he fan." See also Ronl. xi. 20, Ps. ii. 12, Rev. iii. 2. 
'Yell may we thank God for having given us a guide to 
interpret and reconcile IEs Revelation. 
7. The doctrines of heretics, spoken of in 1 Tim. iv. 
3, are not ours. The Gnostics absolutely forbade to 
marry, for the sake of carnal indulgence-the Roman 
Catholic Church holds marriage to be a ðacrament, and 
holy: requiring only that those shall pay their vow to 
the Lord, ,vho have freely, and with full deliberation, 
vowed to hilll that state of higher perfection, reCOln- 
Inended by St. Paul, 1 Cor. vii. 7 -10, 32 - 34, and 
becoming those whom God has called to His ministry. 
The alleged fables of the Roman Breviary are no part 
of ROlnan Catholic Faith, but rest upon the credit due 
to the testimony of their vouchers. l\Iiracles not re- 
corded in the 'V ord of God, the Church never sanctions 
as matters of divine faith, nor admits them until their 
evidence has been tested by wa Y8, against which no fic- 
tion can stand. The decision of a cOln1nittee of inquiry 
into a recently alleged prodigy at St. Saturnin, is a 
proof in point. 
I never heard of a priest "making money by 
blessing scapulars;" and it is a calumny, that" every 
novelty introduced by the \,jhurch tends directly to her 
pecuniary emolunlent." 
Ordinarily, there is no P rohibition aO'ainst the circu- 
1 . b 
atlOn of God's Word, in a cm"reet version. 
Your application of the Babylon of Revelations to 
?ther than Pagan Rome, is an exercise of your private 
J
dgment, from which, in the exercise of mine, I totally 
dissent. As you support your opinion by no proof, I 
have nothing to answer. 
I regret' the length of this letter; yet, to omit any 
part, would be injustice to me and to you. E very pre- 
tence of argunlent on your side is concisely, yet, I trust, 
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satisfactorily to candid minds, stripped of proof: and 
in several cases, my answers go farther. 
For the scurrilous and blasphemous language, by 
which, on more than one occasion, you insult and mis. 
represent the doctrines of the great majority of the 
Christian world, you offer sOll1ething of an apology; 
therefore I abstain from that reproof which would other- 
w'ise be a part of my duty. 
You will probably be desirous of addressing your 
next letter to nlatters treated by me in this: you are 
welcome to do so, provided no new topic be introduced; 
and, after my reply, we will proceed, according to 
the conditions agreed upon, to consider the Sixth of 
your" Thirty-nine ...L\.rticles." 


I remain, reverend Sir, 


Y our faithful servant in Jesus ChrÍ3t, 


+ T. J. BRO'VN. 


Chepstow, Feb. 1, 1851. 
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No. III. 


To tIle Rigllt Reverend Bisho-p Brown. 


night Reverend Sir, 
The subject in debate between us is, indeed, one 
of awful importance. It concerns the authority of God, 
and the salvation of the souls of 111en. 
A body of ecclesiastics place the111selves between 
inlmortal souls and God. They clain1 to be infàllible 
guides, and denland inlplicit subn1ission of the ,,,hole 
heart and mind, under pain of eternal daIl1nation. 
A few thousand ecclesiastics den1and, fronl n1Íllions of 
their fellow-men, the surrender of all private judglllent 
to their authority. They nlust not venture to inter- 
pret God's Holy 'V ord-they n1ust not decide what is 
pure or inlpure in 11lorals-they 111Ust not fornl a judg- 
11lent for themselves upon the COnl111andu1ents of God 
-they n1ust not hope for Heaven, except through the 
intervention of priestly authority. 
Yet these millions of in1IDortal beings Inust each one 
go separa tel y before God, and each in his own person 
l11USt give an account of the deeds done in the body. 
They are personally and individually responsible, and 
yet they must not dare to fonn an individual judgment. 
Surely, sir, when such a claÌ1n is advanced, we na- 
turally call for 
he nlost unanswerable proofs. 'Ve 
expect to hear the voice of history testify in its favour, 
and the 'YoI'd of God enforcing it so plainly that none 
can honestly deny it to be there. . 
Yet what are the facts? The voice of the Ca- 
tholic Church disclaims it. The discordances aInongst 
its advocates evidence its nullity. The 'V ord of God 
utterly disowns any such authority to be vested in 
nlan over his fello\v-man. The argulllellts upon which 
the clainl is attempted to be based are foundêd upon 
l11etaphysical 111istakcs, historical inaccuracies, and illo- 
gical inferences. 
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I llave attentively read your reply to nlY forn1er 
"letter, and find that you have done the very thing 
against which I protested from the beginning. Our 
subject is the infallibility of the Roman Church, and 
you endeavour to lead nle aside to a totally different 
question-the infallibility of the Catholic Church. 
Your argument may be reduced to this statement :- 
The Catholic Church is infallible: certain pr0111ises 
were nlade to St. Peter. 
Therefore Rome is infallible. 
Even upon your own grounds you should have proved 
tbe connection between St. Peter and RODle. 'Ylthout 
this the whole theory is baseless; and with it it is 
worthless, for t)t. Peter had no such claims as Homan- 
ista attribute to him. 
And is this realIy the ground upon ,vhich Rome 
sends her agents into this educated land, c1ainling 
powers so trenlendous, and venturing upon so awful a 
responsibility as that of seducing nlen from the com- 
nlunion of that branch of the Holy Catholic Church 
plan ted in these lands for so Inany centuries? 
Your whole theory, SiI, is founded upon a metaphy- 
sical mistake. You state your fundamental argument 
thus :- 
FAITH IS NECESSARY FOR SALVATIOY, AX>> 
UST NOT 
EXCLUDE ASY REVEALED TRUTH WHES DULY PROPOSED. 
This proposition is inaccurate in several respects, and 
the inferences you draw from it are illogical. 
1. Saving faith is not trust in a dogma, but trust in 
a beinQ". 
2. '1 "he concluding member of your prpp03ition over- 
throws the whole argulllent for the necessity of infalli- 
bili ty in any church. . 
3. Faith is not in all cases essential to salvation. 
:First, then- 
Saving faith is not trust in a llogu1a, but trust in a 
being. Saving faith is thus described by the Apo.stIe, 
"'Vithout faith it is inlpossible to pl
se Him; for he 
that conleth to God must believe that He is, and that 
lIe is a rewarder of theln that diligently seek Him." 
(Heb. xi. 6.) 


4 
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IIere saving faith is described as the persuasion in 
the heart of the being and love of God. 
lIe who thus trusts in God's being and love will be- 
lieve all his promises, and rely upon his love for their 
fulfilment. But I shall prove presently that this is com- 
patible with dogma fie error respecting their lueaning. 
The heart luay be acceptable to God, while the head is 
very ill-instructed, and the understanding darkened 
,vith serious errors. 
It was this truth, that saving faith is trust in a being, 
which enabled St. Paul to speak of Abraham's trust in 
God respecting the birth of a son, at the end of a year, 
as JUSTIFYING FAITH: "He staggered not at the promise 
of God through unbelief; but was strong in faith, giving 
glory to God: and being fully persuaded that w'hat He 
had promised lIe was able also to perfOflll; and there- 
fore it was Üuputed to him for righteousness." (Horn. 
iv. 20-22.) 
That which was thus exenlplified in Abraham is the 
same blessed principle by which we are accepted. 
" Now it was not written for his sake alone that it 
,vas imputed to him; but for us also, to whOln it shall 
be imputed, if we believe ON RBI that raised up Jesus 
our Lord frOln the dead." (v. 23, 24.) 
But you allege four passages of Scripture, ,vhich 
denland some observations. The first two are, l\lark, 
xvi. 16.: " lIe that believeth not shall be damned;" 

Iatt. xxviii. 20.: "Teaching them to observe all 
things whatsoever I have commanded you." 
By connecting those you endeavour to prove that 
nlen have not saving faith except they believe all things 
that are" duly revealed." 
It requires very little knowledge of Scripture to see 
the fallacy of this argument. . 
Our Lord's words in St. l\Iark are, "Preach the Gos- 
pel;" and his awful sanction was, "He that believeth 
not (the Gospel when so preached) shall be damned. 7 ' 
But what was that Gospel without the belief of which 
they could not be saved, that is, when preached to 
men? 'Ve have no mean authority for asserting that 
it was faith in Jesus Christ, crucified, risen, ascended, 
glorified. (1 Cor., xv. 1-4.) 
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'Yhen nlade believers, they were afterwards to be 
tauo-ht a
l revealed truth, as St. ::\Iatthew tells us in the 
o 
place you cite. Our Lord comlllissioned the Apostles 
first to make disciples, then to baptize, and afterwards 
to teach them. Consequently their saving faith must 
have preceded baptislll and the reception of subsequent 
teaching. The connection of this passage with infant 
baptisln gives another aspect to this passage, upon 
which my present limits do not allow me to dwell. 
Your third quotation is Titus, iii. 10.: "A nlan that 
is an heretic after the first and second admonition, 
l'eject." How does this prove that such a man must 
necessarily be damned? Exclusion from Church fellow- 
ship does not involve daIllnation, as the Apostle teaches; 
"deliver stich an one to Satan for the destruction of the 
flesh, that the spirit may be saved in the day of the 
Lord Jesus." (I Cor. v.5.) "IIave no company with 
him, that he may be ashamed. Yet count him not as 
an enemy, but admonish hiul as a brother." (2 Thes. iii. 
14, 15.) 
A man nlay unhappily be, from cilcumstances, a 
heretic in dogmas or discipline, and yet be mercifully 
accepted by lIinl whose mercies are wider than human 
errors. The good Samaritan was a heretic in disci- 
pline, and belonged to a church of which Jesus said, 
" Ye worship ye know not what." Yet surely our 
Lord did not intend to suggest his damnation, when he 
proposed his goodness for our in1Ï ta tion. Tha t Sanlar- 
itan leper also, with a thankful heart, and an erroneous 
creed, was acceptable to that merciful Saviour, who said 
of him, in preference to his more orthodox but less 
thankful companions, "There are not found that re- 
turned to give glory to God, save this stranger. And 
he said unto him, Arise, go thy way: THY FAITH HATH 
MADE THEE WHOLE." (Luke, xvii. 18, 19.) These ob- 
servations are a full answer to your last quotation froll} 
Gal. v. 19-21. It is, indeed, nIost true that those who 
shall hereafter inherit the kingdom of God must haye 
been previously delivered fronl all the sins there enu- 
merated. But this does not touch the question whether 
saving faith may not for a long time co-exist with 
these sins. The apostles were emulous and en, ious, 
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even at the Last Supper, and yet at that moment they 
had saving faith. Our Lord, in his most beautiful 
prayer, pleaded for thenl, as being aIr-eady believers and 
renewed In en. " They are not of the world, even as I 
anl not {\f the ,vorld." (John, xvii. 16.) "They have 
believed that Thou didst send Ule." (v. 8.) They 
had gone throughout J udæa preaching the gospel. 
(Luke, ix. G.) Yet they ,vould not receive the plain 
teaching of their l\Iaster respecting- his death and resur- 
rection: "Then Peter took hiIn, and began to rebuke 
hin1, saying, 'Be it far frol11 Thee, Lord; this shall not 
be unto Thee.'" (l\Iatt. xvi. 22.) 
That state of unbelief continued until they saw' his 
en1pty sepulchre: "Thcn went in, also, that other 
disciple, which Calne first to the sepulchre, and he sa,v 
and believed; for as yet they knmv not the Scripture 
that he must rise again frOll1 the dead," (J ohn, xx. 
8, 9.) 
Their faith was in his person, and in that faith they 
,vere accepted. Of the doctrines revealed concerning 
hin1 Jesus rebuked thenl, even after his resurrection, 
saying, "0 fools, and slo,v of heart to believe all that 
the prophets have spoken! Ought not Christ to have 
suffered these things, and to enter into his glory?" 
(Luke, xxiv. 25, 26.) 
And thus, sir, is your confession of saving faith, with 
its subsequent and gradnal reception of all revealed 
truth, abundantly confuted; and consequently the · 
theory which you buill upon it, falls to the ground. 
l\ly counter assertion, on the other hand, renlains ir- 
refragable, that saving faith is trust in a being, not cre- 
dence in a dogma, "That whosoever believeth I
 I-IDI 
should not perish, but have everlasting life." (J ohn, 
iii. 16.) 
This is that blessed faith which teaches the mind and 
heart to look up to Heaven, to a living Saviour, a per- 
son who loves us, and pleads for us, and cares for us; 
a faith very different from that which would substitute 
a set of dogn1as, however true, for that Being ,vha 
gives thenl all their life and truth. 
2. But there is another fallacy in your proposition. 
Its concluding member overturns the neccssity for infal- 
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lihility in any Church. You admit that the d(\gn:as of 
revelation must be duly presented, consequently, If not 
duly presented, faith in them is not essent
al to .salva- 
tion, and therefore there may be salvatIOn wIthout 
then1. Their due presentation involves the state of the 
taught as well as the skill of the teacher: HI haye yet 
many things to 
ay unto you, but ye cannot bear 
thel11 now." (John, xvi. 1
.) Even that truly infal- 
lible teacher n1ust lead on his disciples gradually; and 
yet they had saving faith in hiIll, although as yet unable 
to believe all his teachings. 
Cannot the heart learn to trust in hin1, wi thou t sonle 
infallible expounder to unfold all his dogmas? 
3. Farther, faith is not in all cases essential to sal- 
vation. God teaches us this in the death and salvation 
of infants. Of the slaughtered innocents of Rall1ah the 
Divine 'Y ord says, "There is hope in thine end, saith 
the Lord, that thy children shall conle again to their 
own border." (Jer. xxxi. 17.) 
That which is essential to anything cannot be sepa- 
rated fronl it. But sal,,"ation is, in the case of infants, 
separated from faith. Therefore, the consequence is 
undeniable. :Faith is not, in all cases, essential to sal- 
vation. Having d,velt so fully upon your fundan1ental 
proposition, I may dispose 1110re briefly of those which 
- you adduce from it. 
- Your second propoRi tion is:- 
TRUE, DIVl
E FAITH IS l'OT A MERE OPI
IOX, A 
HESITATING ADMISSIOY OF DOCTRIXE; BUT IT IS A. 
FIRM, UXDOUßTING ACCEPTANCE OF TRUTH DULY PRO- 
POSED. 
'Vith this statement I 1l10St cordially agree. 'Ye 
should not hold any doctrines as articles of faith except 
upon the full persuasion that they are given to us of 
God. But that faith is, as you most truly say, the gift 
of God. 1\lan cannot teach it to his fellow-nlan. God 
alone can do it by the secret energy of h13 own Spirit. 
It was to the Father's teaching that even Jesus directed 
the hearts of his hearers: "It is written in the Prophets 
-And they shall be all taught of God. Everyone, 
therefore, that hath heard and HATH LEAR KED OF THE 
FATHER cOl11eth unto me." (John, vi. 45.) This teach- 
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ing is not to be had from an outward priesthood, but 
frOln that inward and heavenly Teacher-" the true 
light which lighteth every Juan that COll1cth into the 
,vorld." (John, i. 9.) God has reserved that teaching in 
his own sovereignty, "That your faith should not 
stand in the wisdoni. of men, but in the power of God." 
(I Cor. ii. 5.) 
Oh that ,ve w'ere aU, in the deep recesses of our 
hearts and souls, more believingly attentive to that 
heavenly 1'eacher! 
To your third proposition also I most cordial]yand 
gladly assent. 
THE 1YIEAKS INSTITUTED BY OUR DIVINE REDEEMER FOR 
OBTAINISG THE SECURITY AGAIXST THE FEAR OF ERROR 
ESSENTIAL TO SAVING FAITH, IS NOT THE EXERCISE OF PRI- 
V ATE JUDGMEXT, BY EACH INDIVIDUAL, UPON TIlE MEANISG 
OF THE SACGED SCRIPTURES. 
Indeed it is not. Neither the private judgment of 
individual research, nor the public decision of creeds 
and articles, are the divinely appointed channels of saving 
fai tho 
The Catholic Church, in her collective capacity, has 
given no public judgnlent beyond the lin1Ïted expres- 
sion of it in the dognlas contained in the three creeds. I 
speak of the whole Church, according to St. Vincent's 
rule, "Quod semper, ubique et ab onlnibus." She has 
given no authorised interpretation of Scripture. It is 
true that pious and learned individuals have, from age 
to age, written upon the Scriptures and theology. But 
these are not the Church; and anyone ,vho really 
studies patristic theology, will thankfully return to the 
shnplicity of Scriptural truth. He ,vill value and re- 
verence those nlen, as instrulnents of great good to the 
Church of God; but he will recognise in their self-con- 
tradictions, and Inutual contradictions, and innumerab]e 
n1Ïstakcs, the iUlperfection of Inullan judgulent. Even 
St. Augustine was cOlnpelled to ,vrite a 'Whole volunle 
of retracta tions. 
Public judgment, as expressed in creeds, and articles, 
and standard writings, generally and long received, is, 
indeed, an Invaluable subsidiary help; but neither it, 
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nor private jud
ment, are our divinely appointed se- 
curi ty against error. 
St. John directs us to a better source of safety. 
"These things have I written unto you CONCEf:XIXG 
THE:\I THAT SEDLCE YOU. But the anointing which ye 
have received of hin1 abideth in you, AKD YE NEED NOT 
THAT AXY MAN TEACH yOU: but as the SaIne anointing 
teacheth you of all things, and is truth, and is no lie
 
and even as it hath taught you, ye shall abide in HBI." 
(1 John, ii. 26.) 
It is faith in that Teacher that men want. They 
prefer leaning on the visible and outward, instead ot 
realizing the unseen and inward-the heavenly. The 
consequence is, disunion, division, intellectual ortho- 
doxy, instead of Divine life. 
It is a sad proof of the 'want of this faith in the 
Christian Church that the objection is often urged, Do 
not all sects and parties lay claim to this teaching of 
the Holy Ghost? As if that Heavenly Teacher were to 
be distrusted or denied, because men so imperfectly 
fòllow his teaching. 
Yet let us look back upon the history of the progress 
of Christianity, and how solemn the lesson which it 
teaches us. In the apostolic and immediately subse- 
quent ages, the Christian Church made gigantic strides. 
The power of the ever-blessed Spirit carried men for- 
"pard; heathenism tottered and fell, and the Cross, and 
that Saviour who hung upon it, obtained the homage of 
the nations. 
The age of intellectual disputes succeeded. The 
orthodoxy of creeds became a sad necessity. The science 
of theology was diligently cultivated. The power of 
the Divine life declined. The writers of those ages are 
full of complaints of the coldness and deadness of the 
Christian Church. Her real progress ceased; ::\IahOlll- 
etanisn1 triumphed in the East. In the 'Vest, the fûl- 
lowing is the testin10ny of one who certainly is not a 
willing witness against the Ron1an Church, Baronius, a 
Roman Cardinal :- 
" Quæ tunc facies sanctæ Ecclesiæ Romanæ? QUaIn 
fædissin1a? CU111 Romæ dominarentur potentissilllæ 
atque sordidisÚmæ meretrices, quarum al'bitrio nnlta- 
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rentur sedes, darentur episcopi, et quod auditu horridum 
et infanc1unl est, intruderentur in sedenl Petri earunl 
alnasii, pseudo-Pontifices, qui non sil1t, nisi ad con- 
signanda tempoI'3 1 in catalogo ROll1anorum pontificunl 
scripti. Quis eninl a scortis hujus1110di intIusos sine 
lege, lcgitimos dicer
 posset Romanos fuisse Pontifices? 
K unqumn cleri eligen tis vel postea consen tien tis aliqua 
Inentio, canones Olnnes pressi silentio, decreta pontificul1l 
suffocata, proscriptæ antiquæ traditiones veteresque in 
eligendo Sunlmo Pontifice consuetudines, sacrique I'itus 
et pristinus usus prorsus extincti. Sic vendicaverat 
onlllia sibi libido secuhni potentia freta, insaniens, restn 
percita dOll1inandi. Dormiebat tunc plane alto (ut ap- 
paret) sopore Christus in nave, CUIll hisce fìantibu8 validi 
ventis navis ipsa fluctibus operiretur." 
"'Vhat was, then, the face of the holy Roman 
Church? I-Iow exceedingly foul! 'Yhen harlots as 
powerful as they were profligate, ruled at Rome. At 
whose will sees were changed, bishops were appointed, 
and, what is horrible and dreadful to hear, FSEUDO-PON- 
TIFFS, their LOVERS, were intruded into the See of Peter, 
men who are enrolled in the catalogue of ROlnan Pon- 
tiffs ONLY FOR THE SAKE OF CHRONOLOGY. For who can 
call those lawful Roman Pontiffs who, in violation of all 
law, were thrust in by harlots of this sort? 
"There was never any mention of the clergy elect- 
ing, or even of afterwards approving; all the canons 
were tran1pled upon without opposition; the decrees of 
the Pontiffs were strangled; the ancient traditions, and 
the old customs in electing the Supreme Pontiff, were 
11roscribed; and the sacred rights and the prin1Ïtive 
usage were wholly extinguished. 
" Thus lust, relying upon the secular power, maddened 
and stinll1lated with a rage of dominion, claimed every 
thing for itself. 
"Christ was then evidently (at it seems) in a deep 
sleep in the ship, w:i th these ten1pests blowing so 
strongly the ship itself was covered with the waves I" 
And, sir, is this, indeed, the infallible Church? Is 
this the boasted centre of unity - valuable for the 
sake of chronology? Is this the Church that claÎ1113 
primitive antiqu.ity, anù uninterrupted succession from 
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St. Peter? Are the uncanonical intruded parmnours 
of abandoned women, thrust into the Roman See, even 
without the ancient fornls of ordination, are these l1Iell 
really links in the apostolic succession? 
Yet all this is the testimony of a Roman Catholic 
cardinal. 'V ere it needful to add other evidence, there 
is abundant at hand to prove the painfhl truth that so 
far from the Church being infallible, she was filled ,,'ith 
f..Llse teaching, an abandoned priesthood, and a continued 
succession of profligate Popes. 
Unhappy as are our divisions in Protestant Eng1and, 
could anyone truly affirnl of our religious condition 
what the great historian of the Homan Church is com- 
pelled to adlnit of her condition for ages? 
Let us not fear, then, to return to the living power of 
the Spirit's teaching, instead of the cold orthodoxy of 
theological speculation. 
Far be it from me to undervalue creeds, and articles, 
and external discipline. l\Iy object is to put them into 
their right place. As subordinate to the Living Teacher, 
as means sanctified by him, they are, indeed, invaluable 
-but in themselves they are only the letter that killeth. 
For fifteen hundred years the Christian Church has 
made no real progress. 'Yhat she has gained in the 
,\y e
t she has lost in the East. For centuIÌes ROlnan- 
i5lli has had her missions, and they have becn eminently 
a failure. Two hundred years ago R0111an Catholic mis- 
sions were far 1110re flourishing than they are now. 
Plotestantisnl has also its lnissions. They have had 
luuch of the Divine blessing. Yet in this, the nine- 
teenth century of the Christian religion, heathenisnl 
is still predominant. Its votaries are lllore than three 
tilues the lllunbers of Chri3tÏans of every name. 
Instead of boasting of infallibility, instead of being 
antagonistic in internal discords, it would be more be- 
con1Ïng in the whole Christian world to hunlble her 
self in the dust before that Saviour, whose c0l1ll11ission 
she has neglected, and whose truth she has corrupted, 
and in the sight of so many millions of unreclaimed 
!1eathens to supplicate for pardoning luercy, and to 
Implore a new outpouring of the Spirit of grace. Oh! 
how gladly would we in this Church of England unite 
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"pith our brethren in the Church of Honle in such a 
prayer as this. 
l\Iost gladly would we give up controversy for such 
a union in lowly, self-abasing return to the Lord of 
peace and love. But to return to your arguments. 
You cite the Jewish Church as an eXaluple of infal- 
liLle authority. 
I never read that argulnent from the pen of Romish 
ecclesiastics without a shudder. 'Vhat, sir, that 
Church infallible which crucified our beloved Saviour! 
Oh how deeply does Rome need to repent in sackcloth 
and ashes for countenancing such a staten1ent! 
Your words hre (and forgive my saying I tremble 
,vhile I quote then1), " Now for the settlen1ent of con- 
troversies, law, and con1n1andulents, so as to afford the 
security essential for an act of Divine belief, it is neces- 
sary that the teaching authority be known to be pre- 
seryed from error, OR INFALLIBLE. Nothing less can or 
ought to satisfy the n1Înd and judgn1ent. That such 
,vas the security afforded in the old law, follows fr0111 
the absolute submission to the decisions of the appoint- 
ed tribunal, required by the foregoing passages of 
Scripture; and it is confirmed by the striking language 
of our Divine Saviour, in 1\Iatthew, xxiii. 2, 3. ' The 
Scribes and Pharisees sit in 
Ioses' seat; all, therefore, 
whatsoever they bid you observe, that observe and do.' 
...... 'Our readers váll readily distinguish between 
infallibility fr0111 doctrinal error on the part of a 
teaching tribunal, ,vhereby those who wish to know the 
truth may learn it, and Ï1npeccability, to which no clainl 
is set up.' " 
I confess, sir, I find it very difficult to analyse this 
arglunent, and yet restrain IllY language ,vithin the 
bounds of that 1110deration ,,-hich is due to the cour- 
tesies of life. Its consequences are so fearfully blas- 
phenlous. 
Your arglunent is:- 
The "TE.\CIII
G TRIBUNAL" in the Jewish Church 
was infallible, therefore it tauO'ht no doctrinal error. 
o 
Let us see the conclusions to which this fearful asser- 
tion leads- 
1. The relation of parental authority to religious vows. 
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This is a n10st iU1portant doctrinalll1atter. If a per- 
son yowed a sunl of 1110ney to SOllle religious purpose, it 
was called corban-that is, a gift to God. 
If the person so devoting his money should, in con- 
sequence, not be able to assist his father or D10ther, the 
"Teaching Tribunal" decided that he should keep his 
YOW and neglect his parents. 
Our Lord declares that they thus made void the 
connllandn1ents of God, and pronounced their worship 
vain, in teaching for doctrine the con1nlandu1ents of 
Inen. (
latt. xv. 1-9.) 
You, sir, pronounce them to have been an infallible 
tribunal. 
Again, 
2. The nature of oaths, the holiness of the temple, of 
its altar and offerings, and the reverence due to God, 
are doctrinal questions of solell1n irnport. 
That "TE.ACHIXG TRIBC
AL" decided so erroneouIy 
respecting them, that our blessed baviour says of thenl, 
and of their doctrinal decisions, "Y e fools and blind !" 
" Y e have on1Ïtted the weightier 11latters of the law, 
JL'"DG
IEXT, 
IEncY, AND FAITH, ye blind guides I" 
Of their disciples, that is, of those who submitted to 
the teaching and guidance of that tribunal which you 
call infallible, the Lord Jesus said, "Y e compass sea 
and land to n1ake one proselyte, and when he is luade, 
ye luake hÌIn two-fold more THE CHILD OF HELL THAN 
YOCnSELYEs." 
It is most painful to pursue this subject, and yet the 
11108t fearful consequences of your argun1ent rell1ain to 
be brought forward. 
'Vhen Jesus Christ came on earth, he demanded 
faith in himself as essential to the salvation of those to 
whon1 he preached: "If ye believe not that I anl he, 
ye shall die in you l' sins." ( John, viii. 24.) Tha t 
"Teaching Tribunal" decided that Jesus was not the 
l\Iessiah. They cast out the once blind man for believ- 
ing it. (John, ix. 34.) They reviled Nicoden1us for 
being his disciple. (J ohn, vii. 52.) They condelllned 
Jesus as a 'hlasphelner for calling himself the Son of 
God. (
Iatt. xxvi. ß5, 66.) They delivered hÍln to the 
secular po,yer as a convicted blaphemer; denying even 
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their long-cherished hopes of their l\Iessiah, saying, 
"'Ve ha'
e no king but Cæsar." (John, xix. 15.) 
Oh! sir, need I dra,v the inference from which one's 
heart recoils, and one's mind shudders, in hearing a 
l
omish ecclesiastic pronouncing such a tribunal infal- 
lible! .. 
You next turn to the p1'on1ises given to the Chris- 
tian Church. 
You say, "Teaching authority, instituted to secure 
preservation from unbelief in the old law", and, there- 
fore, infallible, is, for reasons intimated above, by far 
l110re necessary in the new covenant." Your Scripture 
references are :-1\1 a tt. xviii. 1 7.; 
Ia tt. xvi. 18.; l\Ia tt. 
xxviii. ID,20.; John, xiv.lG.; 1 Til11. iii. 15.; Eph. iv. 
] 1-15. 
The incorrectness of this arguillent is easily shown. 
1. By the exaulple of the Jewish Church. 
You admit that it had the sanle teaching authority 
as the Christian Church has, anù therefore the argu- 
Incnt 111ay be stated thus:- 
The Jewish Church had a divinely appointed teach- 
ing authority. 
But the Jewish Church was fallible, and fell. 
Therefcue, a divinely appointed teaching authority 
does not secure infallibility. 
The Christian Church has a teaching authority sin1i- 
Jar to that which existed in the Jewish Church. 
Therefore, the appointluent of a teaching author- 
ity in the Christian Church does not secure her f1'0111 
error. 
This conclusion is supported by the Apostle's ,varn- 
ing to the Christian Church, in his Epistle to the 
ROlllans: "Be not higI1-minded, but fear; for if God 
spared not the natural branches, take heed lest he also 
spare not thee......otherwise thou also shalt be cut off." 
(Rom. xi. 20-22.) 
2. Even if we admit the necessity for an accurate 
knowledge of dogl11atic theology, the need of an inH1.11i- 
ble tribunal is less under the new dispensation than 
under the old. 
Every dognla of the Christian religion is revealed in 
the Olù Testament. They were darkly revealed there, 
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and consequently required more light and skill In the 
interpreters. 
If, therefore, the knowledge of revealed dogmas be 
essential to salvation, and that they are 1nore darkly 
revealed in the Old Testament than in the K ew, the 
need of teachers would be greater uncler the Old Testa- 
nlent dispensation than under the Xew. 
3. The Scriptures to which you refer do not teach 
infallibility in the Church. 
The first is 
Iatt. xviii. 17. 
" 
\..nd if he shall neglect to hear them, tell it unto 
the Church; but if he neglect to hear the Church, let 
hiIn be unto thee as an heathen man and a publican." 
This passage has nothing whatever to do with dog- 
l11atic teaching. Our Lord was speaking of a personal 
wrong, inflicted by one 1nelllber of the congregation on 
another. " If thy brother shall trespass against thee, 
go and tell him his fault between thee and hinl alone; 
if he shall hear thee, thou hast gained thy brother; but 
if he will not hear thee, then take with thee one or 
two 1110re, that in the 1nouth of two or three witnesses 
eyery ,yord may be established. And if he shall neg- 
lect to hear them, tell it unto the Church; but if he 
neglect to hear the Church, let hinl be unto thee as an 
heathen n1an and a publican." 
Is there here even a hint of dogmatic theology? It 
is simply the regulation of personal conduct amongst 
the melnbers of a congregation, and the right of pastors 
to watch over them in their social relations. 
The next passage is l\Iatt. xvi. 18.:- 
"'Upon this rock I will build my Church, and the 
gates of hell shall not prevail against it." 
The usual inference drawn from these words is, that 
the devil and his angels will not be permitted to prevail 
against the Church. 
Such an inference could only result fronl an entire 
ignorance of the languague in which Christ spoke. 
In no passage of Scripture is the word there rendered 
hell applied to the abode of the devil; it is used exclu- 
sively for the dwelling-place of departed souls. I have 
examined every passage of Scripture where this word 
occurs, and can fearlessly as
ert that it is never once 
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used for the dwelling-place of Satan; it is inyariably 
applied to the abode of departed men. SOll1e apply it 
to the grave, others to the abode of souls. 
The phrase, "The gates of hell," occurs only here, 
and in Isa. xxxviii. 10., where Hezekiah, speaking of hi::; 
expectation that his stcknes3 ,vould end in death, says, 
" I said in the cutting off of my days, I shall go to the 
gates of the grave; I all1 deprived of the residue of my 
years." Surely }iezekiah did not ll1ean to say that his 
sickness would send hiIn to the Devil. 
And, sir, in this interpretation I am supported by the 
Vulgate and by the Douay version. 
The v
ulgate renders Isa. xxxviii. 10.-" Vadam ad 
pOItas inferi." The very phrase employed by the same 
version in :ßIatt. xvi. 18.-" Et portæ inferi non præ- 
valebunt adversus eam.'7 
The Douay and Rhelnish versions are :- 
1sa. xxxviii. 10.-" I said in the midst of my days, I 
shall go to the gates of hell." 
lUatt. xvi. 18.-" The gates of hell shall not prevail 
against it." 
The nleaning of the phrase is thus eXplained in the 
Douay note :-" Hell, Sheol, or Hades, THE REGION OF 
THE DEAD." 
Let us, then, apply this to the passage you cite:- 
"On this rock I will build my Church: and the 
gates of the region of the dead shall not prevail against 
it. " 
This, the only possible explanation of the passage 
,vhich agrees with the meaning of its ,vords, accords 
exactly with the circun1stances under ,vhich our Lorcl 
spoke it. tIe ,vas speaking of his own approaching 
death, bU1-ial, and resurrection, and he strengthened the 
faith of his disciples that the grave should not close 
upon his Church for ever; that all his people should 
come forth from it exc1aiming, "0 death, ,,
here is thy 
sting? 0 grave, where is thy victory?" (I Cor. xv. 
55.) 
Your next reference is to l\Iatt. xxviii. 19, 20.- 
"Go ye, therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing 
them in the nan1e of the Father, and of the Son, ancl 
of the Holy Ghost, teaching them to observe all 
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things whatsoever I have cOlnmanded you; and 10, I 
alll with you always, even unto the end of the world.- 
An1en." 
This Ï3, indeed, a very important passage, teaching 
us the doctrine of a successional apostolate; of its autho- 
rity to baptize and teach all nations; and also the per. 
petual presence of Christ with his Church. 
It teaches us the preservation of his Church through- 
out all time; but it does not convey even a hint of the 
infallibility of the appointed tt::achers. 
1. 'Ve have already seen that a commission to teach 
.does not confer infallibility. 
Of the Jewish teachers it was said, "The priest's 
1ips should keep knowledge, and they should seek the 
law at his mouth; for he i3 the messenger of the Lord 
of 110sts." (ßIal. ii. 7.) Yet they were so far from 
being infallible that they actually corrupted Divine 
truth by their erroneous teaching; ,
 Seemeth it a small 
thing to you to have eaten up the good pasture, but ye 
must tread down with your feet the residue of your 
pastures? and to have drunk of the deep waters, but 
ye must foul the residue with your feet? And as for 
my flock, they eat that which ye have trodden with 
your feet; und they drink that which ye have fouled 
with your feet." (Ezek. xxxiv. 18, 19.) These nlen 
had a divine con1mission to teach, and yet how defiled 
the food with which they fed the flock of God. 
If the divine commission to teach does not imply in- 
fallibility, neither does the perpetual presence of Christ. 
In th
 tenlple God dwelt between the cherubÍ111, and 
yet its divinely appointed ministers were profane, and 
its chambers full of idolatry. '
For both prophet 
and priest are profane; yea, IN MY TJ:OUSE ha ve I 
found their wickedness, saith the Lord. " (J ere 
xxiii. 11.) 
That wickedness was abominable idolatry in the very 
temple where God dwelt. 
"And he brought me into the inner court of the 
Lord's house; and, behold, at the door of the temple of 
the Lord, between the porch and the altar, were about 
five and twenty men, with their backs toward the 
temple of the Lord, and their faces toward the east: 
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and they w"orshipped the sun toward the east." (Ez. 
viii. 16.) 
The Lord ,vas ,vi th the Jews on their return from 
the captivity, and yet that church ,vas not infallible. 
" Be strong, all ye people of the land, saith the Lord, 
&nd work: for I am with you, saith the Lord of Hosts. 
.........1\Iy Spirit remaineth anlong you; fear ye not." 
(Ilag. ii. 4, 5.) 'V ere all the people of the land infal- 
lible because the Lord was with thenl, and his Spirit 
relnaining among them? 
Thus, then, this quotation is equally far fronl proving 
infallibility, while it gives us, indeed, a bles8ed promise 
of Christ's perpetual presence ,vith his church and 
her ministers. 
To have an infallible companion, and infallibly to fol- 
low him, are two very different things. 
Your next reference is to John, xiv. 16.: "I will 
pray the :Father, and he shall give you another com- 
forter, that he may abide with you for ever." 
If this passage teach infallibility, then is e,.ery true 
Christian infallible; and if every true Christian be not 
infallible, this passage does not teach infallibility. 
St. Paul teaches: "If any man have not the Spirit 
of Christ, he is none of his." (Rom. viii. 9.) 
"Examine yourselves, ,vhether ye be in the faith; 
prové your own selves. Know ye not your own selves, 
how that JESUS CHRIST IS I
 YOU, except ye be repro- 
bates." (2 Cor. xiii. 5.) 
"They shall be all taught of God. Every man, 
therefore, that hath heard, and hath learned of the 
Father, cometh unto me." (J ohn, vi. 45.) 'Ve must 
not confound an infallible teacher with an infallible 
learner. 
Every real Christian has the Spirit of Christ abiùing 
in hÍIn. 
But evelY real Christian is not infallible; therefore 
to have Christ in us does not make us infallible. Con- 
sequently, the promised abiding of the Holy Ghost, the 
Comforter, does not prOlnise infallibility. 
The next passage is 1 Tim. iii. 15.; which is just as 
little to the purpose: "The church of the living God 
is thepillar and ground of the truth." 
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Of the church of old it wa3 said, "vVisdom llath 
builded her house, SHE HATH HEWN OUT HER SEVEN PIL- 
LAns: she hath killed her beasts; she hath lningled her 
wine; she hath also furnished her table.') (Prov. ix. 
1, 2.) Yet of that house we read in a subsequent pro- 
phet, "Judgment is turned away backward, and justice 
standeth afar off; FOR TRUTH IS FALLEN in the street, 
and equity cannot enter. Yea, truth faileth." (18a. 
lix. 14, 15.) Therefore it was that Jeremiah warned 
thelll not to trust in the idea of the infallibility of the 
house of God. "TRUST YE NOT IN L YIKG WORDS, 
saying, the temple of the Lord, the temple of the 
Lord, the temple of the Lord are these ............ 
.........ls this house which is called by my nnme be- 
come a den of robbers in your eyes ............ therefore 
,vill I do unto this house, which is called by my name, 
WHEREIN YE TRUST, and unto the place which 1 gave to 
you and to your fathers, as 1 have done to Shiloh ...... 
truth is perished and is cut off from their mouth......... 
they have set their abominations in the house which is 
caUeel by my name to pollute it."-Jer. vii. 4, II, 14, 
28, 30.) 
Thus we see that the house of God of old was the 
pillar and ground of the truth, and yet it becmne cor- 
rupted and fell. Consequently, to be the pillar and 
ground of the truth does not imply infallibility. 
Your last reference is to Eph. iv. 11-15; that pas- 
sage which is so decisive against Papal supremacy. 
It is a beautiful and most instructive picture of 
the constitution, life, and growth of the Christian 
Church :- 
"And he gave some apostles, and some prophets, and 
some evangelists, and some pastors, and teachers; for 
the perfecting of the saints, for the ,york of the minis- 
try, for the edifying of the body of Christ, till we all 
conle in the unity of the faith, and of the knowledge of 
the Son of God, unto a perfect nlan, unto the 111easu:re 
of the stature of the fulness of Christ: that we hence- 
forth be no nlore children, tossed to and fro, and carried 
about with every wind of doctrine, by the sleight of 
Inen, and cunning craftiness, whereby they lie in wait' 
to deceive; but speaking the truth in love, nlay gro\,\, 
5 
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up unto hilll in all things, w'hich is the head, even 
Christ." 
This is, indeed, a most instructive and glorious de- 
scription of what the Church of Christ ought to be, and 
what, in measure, she is. 
But the inference you dra,v from it is, in many re- 
spects, 11108t illogical :- 
1. It is an error to argue that, because God be- 
stows a gift which, rightly used, is naturally fitted to 
produce a given effect, that, therefore, the efrect is pro- 
duced. 
2. It is an error to confound authority with infalli. 
bility. 
3. It is an error to lin1Ït to a part that which is attri- 
buted to the whole. 
4. The Ron1Ïsh interpretation of this passage denies 
the true centre of unity and the real head. 
1. It is an error to argue that because God be- 
stows a gift which, rightly used, is naturally fitted to 
produce a given effect, that, therefore, the effect is pro- 
duced. 
You argue that teachers are infallible because Christ 
gave them for the perfecting of the saints. If so, the 
w hole Catholic body is perfect, its melubers are no more 
children, they speak the truth in love, and the whole 
body is fitly joined together. The Catholic body have 
put away lying, and all bitterness and wrath, and anger, 
and clml1our, and evil speaking. 
Alas! Is this really the state of the church? 
If, then, the people are confessedly not that for ,vhich 
Christ gave the ministry, it is a necessary consequence 
that this passage does not prove that the n1Ïnistry is what 
it ought to be. 
2. It is an error to confound authority with infalli- 
bility. 
This is the fallacy pervading all Romish arguments 
on the subject of Church authority. 
Let us see how absurd the conclusions to which it 
,vould lead us in a parallel case. 
The parental authority ,vas given us for the SaIne sa- 
cred puposes as the ministerial. 
The duties of parents are :_ 
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To train up their children in the nurture and admoni- 
tion of the Lord. (Eph. vi. 4.) 
To guide thelll on the road to Heaven. (Prov. xxii. 
6.) 
To instruct thenl in the principles of religion. (Deut. 
vi. 6, 7.) 
In a word, to perform in the household all the duties 
of religious instruction and guidance which the minis- 
ter perfornls in the congregation. 
The helpless condition of infancy and youth requires 
even more guidance than more ll1a ture age. Are we to 
confound authopity with infallibility in the case of pa- 
rents? And if not, why should they be so in the par- 
allel duties of n1Ïnisters? 
3. It is an error to limit to a part that which is attri. 
buted to the whole. 
St. Paul speaks of apostles, prophets, evangelists, pas- 
tors, and teachers-one body and one spirit. 
If he asserts their infallibility, he asserts it uf the 
whole body; but upon the showing of the Church of 
Rome she is the only one who claims infallibility; she 
therefore sets up her private judgment against the au- 
thority of the whole Apostolate. 
The Church of Christ had this passage in her hands 
fronl the beginning, and I assert without fear of contra- 
diction, that yüu cannot produce one Catholic father for 
the first three centuries of the Christian era who ever 
deduced the doctrine of infallibility fron1 this pas- 
sage. 
4. The Romish interpretation of this passage denies 
the true centre of unity and the real head. 
The llon1Ísh ideal of the Church is one head, ol1evicar, 
and dependent bishops. 
The ideal presented here is one head, and associate 
apostles. That one head is the only true centre of unity. 
Indeed, this passage of Holy Scripture is abundantly 
sufficient to refute the notion of Papal supremacy, and 
ren1inds us of our Lord's words to all the apostles,- 
" One is your master, even Christ, and ALL YE are breth- 
ren." (
Ia tt. xxiii. 8.) 
Thus, then, sir, thi3 passage as little sen
es your pur- 
pose as any of the others, while it teaches us a most 
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blessed lesson of the true yalue of the Christian minis- 
try, and of the life-giving po"
er of IIim who is the 
true head over all things to his Church. 
Having now gone through all your Scripture refcr- 
ences, I shallllot dwell upon the alleged necessity for 
an infallible tribunàl which you allude to in a passing 
lvay. 
One answer is abudantly sufficient. 
'Vhatever nccessity has existed for infallible guidance 
during the last l
OO ycars, has existed from the begin- 
ning of the world. 
But there ,,-as no necessity for an infallible church 
from Noah to Christ; thcrefore, there is none no,v. 
I have no,,,", sir, to comn1ence n1Y reply to your answer 
to my former letter, and if this letter be of an unreason- 
able length, our readers will remember that it is you 
who have caused it by departing frOll1 our question,- 
the infallibility of the Church of Ronle. There was not 
the nccessity for it that you allege. 1\1y argunlent was, 
the Church of Ronle has fallen into innumerable errors; 
therefore she is not infallible. To your replies to those 
charges I now address myself. 1\ly first assertion was, 
that Ronle has departed from Catholic antiquity. In 
proof of the san1e I alleged four particulars: 
1. The canon of Scripture. 
2. The object of public ,vorship, and the celebration 
of the Christian mysteries. 
3. The definitions of the Catholic ['lith as essential 
to salvation. 
4. The prerogatives of the See of Rmne. In proof 
that she has departed from Catholic antiquity in the 
matter of the canon of Scripture, I alleged the de- 
claration by St. Jerome, that the Catholic Church 
in his day excluded from the canon the Apocryphal 
books. 
To this you answer: 1. The quotation fronl St. 
Jerome does not convey the assertion that the Catholic 
Church (including the Church of Rome) declared the 
Apocryphal books not to be inspired. 2. St. Jerome 
does not profess to be delivering the teaching of the 
Church, but writes as a private scholar. 3. The holy 
doctor says no more than that certain books termed 
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Apocryphal were 110t part of the Jewish canon. 4. 
That therefore the Church had not as yet deC'ided their 
canonicity, did not consequently rank thenI among the 
canonical scriptures, nor use them for the establishment 
of doctrine. 5. J erOllle himself bears witness to their 
inspiration. 
The first four of those replies are contrary to fact. 
St. Jerome was not spealung merely of the Jewish 
canon, but of the Christian canon. HernIas's Pastor is 
a Christian treatise of the fir"t century, and has no con- 
nexion with Jewish Scriptures. If St. J erOlne were 

peaking of the Jewish canon, would he have spoken of 
the Christian treatise of Herlnas? " J uc1ith and Tobit, 
and the Shepherd of Hernlas, are not in the canon." In 
what canon? Surely in the Christian, othE;rwise why 
refer to a Christian wri ting ? 
But, sir, let us examine the value of your argument. 
The Jewish canon has the sanction of our blessed Sa- 
viour's authority; he appealed to the Jewish canon of 
Scripture; he se\Terely rebuked the Jewish Church fo1' 
adding human traditions and Church authority to the 
inspired word of God. Had they cut away fr01n, or 
refused to receive into, their canon whole volunles of 
inspired books, how severely would he have rebuked 
them. St. Paul tells us that the chief advantage of the 
Jews above the heathen was, that the inspired Sprip- 
tures were conunitted to their keeping. (Horn. iii. 2.) 
Those" oracles of God" excluded the apocryphal books, 
therefore those books are not inspired. Is it credible 
that an infallible Church could have possession of in- 
spired books for 1500 J
ars, read them, study thenI, 
quote them, and not know whether they were inspired 
or not? 
St. Jerome, therefore, was declaring the Christian 
canon, and he was not delivering his private opinion as 
a scholar, for he says, "the Church reads the apocry- 
phal buoks, but does not apply t.hem to the establish- 
Inent of any doctrine." After 1500 years of exclusion 
fr0111 the Christian canon, who were the men that de- 
clared the apocryphal bonks to be inspired? FORTY- 
THREE IKDIVIDCALS C.\LLlXG THDISELVES A GENEP.AL 
COUKCIL, nanlely, the Pope's legates, the Bishop of 
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Trent, two archbishops, two titular archbishops, twenty- 
cight bi:,hops, three abbots, and four generals. These, 
sir, were the forty-three men who, on the 8th day of 
April, 1546, departed from the Catholic canon of Scrip- 
ture, pronounced books to be inspired which were re- 
jected by our blessed Saviour and by the Christian 
Church in all preceding ages, and pronounced a fearful 
curse on allY one who would not follow the decision of 
those forty-three nlen I 
Your fourth assertion is of no value, for if St. J eron1e 
ventured to set his priyate opinion above the authorised 
canon of the Catholic Church, should we follow him in 
such presulnption? But indeed he does no such thing. 
In those places he refers to then1 as sacred writings, but 
110t as canonical scriptures. The assertion, therefore, 
renlains indisputable, that ROll1e has departed fronl 
Catholic antiquity in choosing the private authority of 
forty-three men against the whole Catholicity of fifteen 
centuries, and the authority of our Lord hÍ1l1self. In 
so doing, she has forgotten the warning, "add thou not 
unto lIis words, lest He reprove thee and thou be 
found a liar." (Prov. xxx. 6.) 

Iy second assertion was, that ROBle had departed 
frOl11 Catholic antiquity in the object of public worship 
and the celebration of the Christian nlysteries. You 
only meet this objection by eyading the question. 1\1 y 
arglllllent was :-Either the host is God, or it is not. 
If it be God, then the primitive Church Catholic erred 
in not cOffil11anding it to be ,yorshipped. If it be not 
God, then the Church of HOllie has c0111manded idolatry. 
To this JOu reply, "The people's answer to the 
bishop's invitation, Holy things for the holy, is strongly 
expressive of invocation and adoration of the conse- 
crated host." You must have strangely calculated on 
the credulity of your readers in nlaking such an obser- 
yation. There is not a word of illyocation in that sen- 
tence. In that portion of the Liturgy we read, "Aud 
after all have said amen, let the deacon 
ay, let us at.. 
tend, and the bishop shall speak aloud to the people in 
this 11lanner: HOLY THH\GS are for holy persons; and 
let the people answer, There is one Holy, one Lord, one 
Jesus Christ to the glory of the Father, blessed for 
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eyennore, Amen." Indeed, you yourself tacitly acknow- 
ledge that there is no such invocation, for you add, 
"but were the prayers of the Liturgy addressed to 
God the Father only, no legitimate conclusion could be 
drawn that, therefore, belief in the real presence did 
not exist, especially in the face of such strong expres- 
sions of such belief as occur at the communion." 1\ot 
a single expression implying any approach to the doc- 
trine of transubstantiation. occurs in the whole of the 
Clenlentine Liturgy. 
Prayer to God the Father alone, in the presence of 
God the Son, would be impiety. l\Ioses must take off 
his shoes, Joshua must do the same, in the presence of 
the Son of God. The hosts of Heaven worship hinl 
that sitteth upon the throne AND THE LA)IB. (Rev. v.) 
Eyery Christian heart will reject your statement that 
the body, blood, soul, and divinity of the Lord Jesus 
Christ, could be present on the altar and visible to the 
eyes in Christian worship, and yet that the assembled 
worshippers nlight lawfully address their prayers only 
to God the Father. 
The charge against the Church of Rome renlains, 
therefore, unrefn ted. 
The primitive Church did not worship the Host. 
The Church of Rome does. 
She, therefore, has introduced a new object of 
worship. 
Again, with respect to the Clementine Liturgy, you 
say, "The assertion that there is no oblation of the 
consecrated Host, I can answer only by the expression 
of lilY surprise and denial." It would have been a far 
better answer to have produced the words of that obla- 
tion. Our readers will have an opportulljty in a few 
days of seeing that I am right. Had there been such 
such an oblation they may rest assured that you ,,,"ould 
have been only too glad to quote it. 
The all-important argument about the Holy Com- 
11lunion not being a sin offering, you profess yourself 
unable to understand. You say, "The argument that 
the Liturgy in que
tion differs from the ROlnan Catholic 
rite, as having not a sin offering, I am unable to under- 
stand. There is after the consecration a prayer, which 
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looks to me very like a sin-off
ring, and corresponding 
,vith our rite, that "those who partake of the bread 
,vhich is become the body of Christ, and of the chalice 
which is become his blood, may obtain remi3sion of their 
sins. " 
There is not a ,vord of a sin offering in all that 
prayer. To obtain remission of sins frOlIl God, and to 
IJresent a sin-offering, are totally different things. But 
you pass over the whole of D1Y ar3uluent with a brief 
observation, that" THE RITES OF THE OLD LAW ARE NOT 
TO DE PRESSED CPON THE SACRIFICE OF THE NEW DISPENSA- 
TIoN ! " 
I read this passage with no little amazelnent. I could 
not have imagined that a Ronlan Catholic theologian 
,vonld have Inade such a statelnent. 
In a recent controversy with Bishop Gillis, in Edin- 
burgh, he conceived that he had gained a triumphant 
advantage over 1nf\, by carrying out a parallelisnl be- 
tween "the sacrifice of the Lord's Passover" and the 
doctrine of transubstantiation. lIe reiterates the argu- 
nlent in his Review. l\Iy answer to that Review is 110'V 
in preparation. This correspondence, added to nlyother 
duties, has delayed it. And, sir, anl I au thorised by 
yon, another Rornan Catholic bishop, to tell Bishop 
Gillis that his whole argument is a fallacy, for that I 
have the authority of Bishop Brown for asserting that 
the rites of the old law are not to be pressed upon the 
sacrifice of the new dispensation? 
This principle is indeed a novelty in ecclesiastical 
doctrine. 'V hat, then, becOlnes of a large part of 
patristic theology? If Bishop Bro,\yn's new canon of 
interpretation be right, then all the ancient fathers were 
utterly Inistaken. After all that we haye been hearing 
about unity of teaching in an infallible Church, we have 
now a specimen of its discord. A young and confiding 
English nobleman yields hinlself to supposed infallible 
guides. One bi
hop argues in his presence that the 
rites of the old law are to be pressed upon the sacrifice 
of the new dispensation. That bishop appoints another 
to continue the defence of ROlnan theology, and he as- 

erts the opposite I 
But let us return to the argulllent, and see how 
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utterly at variance with divine truth is that state- 
lnent. 
I had asserted that the sacrifice i1i the Lord's Supper 
is a peace-offering, and not a sin-offering. I proved 
this to be the Catholic view of the sacrifice, by the pri- 
mitive nalne Eucharist, the Greek ,yord for a thank- 
offering. The thank-offerings were eaten off by the 
,,-orshippers, the sin-offerings were not. ...\nd as the 
Lord's Supper is eaten by the worshippers, it cannot be 
a sin-offering. In this Catholic view of the subject, the 
English church agrees with prin1Ïtive antiquity. TIle 
Church of RODle utterly disagrees. 
The Holy Scriptures are express upon it. 
ST. P AGL PARALLELIZES THE SACRIFICE OF CHRIST "CPON 
THE CROSS WITH THE JEWISH SI
-OFFEmXGS. 
HE PARALLELIZES THE SACRIFICE OF THE LORD'S SUPPER 
WITH THE JEWISH PEACE-OFFERIXGS. 
He does the fOTlner in IIeb. xiii. 10. 12., and the 
latter in 1 Cor. x. 16. 18. "\Y e have an altar, whereof 
they have no right to eat which serve the tabernacle. 
For the bodies of those beasts, whose blood is brought 
into the sanctuary by the high priest for sin, are burned 
without the camp." 
"'Vherefore, Jesus also, that he 11light sanctify the 
people with his own blood, suffered without the gate." 
The Jewish altar was used both for sin-offerings and 
peace-offerings. No peace-offering could be laid upon 
it until it was sanctified by a sin-offering. Even the 
holy of holies was consecrated by the blood of a sin- 
offering. 
" And thou shalt offer every day a bullock for a sin- 
offering for atonement, and thou shalt cleanse the altar 
when thou hast made an atonement fo it; anù thou 
shalt anoint it to sanctify it." (Exod. xxix. 36.) 
No worshipper was allowed to present a peace-offering 
until he was atoned for, and cleansed by a sin-offering. 
" The soul that eatcth of the flesh of the sacrifice of 
peace-offerings that pertain unto the Lord, having his 
uncleanness upon him, even that soul shall be cut off 
from his people." (Lev. vii. 20.) 
. To those points St. Paul directs our especial atten- 
tIon. In the 9th and 10th chapters of his epistle to the 
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Hebrews, he declares how Christ fulfilled the rites of 
the old law by 111aking a sin-offering, and entering into 
the holiest of all by his own blood. 
"Almost all things are by the law purged with 
blood, and without shedding of blood is no renlission. 
It was therefore necèssary that the PATTERNS OF THIXGS 
IN THE HEAVENS should be purified with these; but 
the heavenly things thenlselves ,vith better sacrifi
es 
than these. For Christ is not entered into the holy 
places made with hands, which are the figures of the 
true, but into IIeaven itself, no,v to appear in the pre. 
sence of God for us." (Heb. ix. 22-24.) It was to that 
1110st blessed cleansing that St. Paul referred, saying, 
"'\VE HAVE AN ALTAR, whereof they have no right to eat 
which serve the Tabernacle." (Heb. xiii. 10.) '\Ye have 
indeed an altar consecrated by Christ's precious blood, 
an altar and a holy place, not made with hands, but 
Heaven itself. 
But the points to which St. Paul especially directs 
our a tten tion are two :- 
1. The bringing of the blood into the holy place, as 
an offering for sin. 
2. The burning of the bodies without the cmnp. 
He parallelizes these in the one offering of our 
Blessed Hedeemer. 
1. He entered into IIeaven ,vith his own blood. 
2. He suffered without the gate. 
He certainly gives no countenance to the assertion, 
that the rites of the old lrw are not to be pressed upon 
the sacrifice of the new. 
To the other class of offerings, the peace -offerings, the 

t\.postle also refers in connection with the Holy Com- 
IUllnion: "The cup of blessing which we bless, is it not 
the Communion of the blood of Christ? The bread 1Y hich 
,,-e break, is it not the COlnmunion of the body of Christ? 
For we, being lnany, are one bread and one body, for we 
are all partakers of that one bread. BEHOLD ISRAEL AFTER 
THE FLESH; ARE NuT THEY WHICH EAT OF THE SACRIFICES 
PARTAKERS OF THE ALTAR?" (1 Cor. x. 16-18.) 
In this place we have reference to the peace-offerings, 
the only offerings of which the Jewish worshippers ate. 
This demonstrates the soundness of the principle which 
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I asserted, that the Eucharist, the truly Catholic name 
tor the offering in the Lord's Supper, is not a sin- 
ûfltring. One 1110re passage from 
t. Paul will conclude 
thi3 part of the subject :-" 1\ ow where relllÎssion of 
these is, THERE IS KO :\IOHE OFFERING FOR SIN." (Heb. x. 18.) 
'Ye have, then, as the Apostle says, "an altar wherof 
they have no right to eat, which serve the Tabernacle." 
The Lord's Table is indeed an altar. The offering upon 
it is a true thank-offering. Its bread and wine are, as 
the Holy Synod of :Kïce declares, sYlubols of the I,ord's 
body and blood. They convey to the fàithful soul that 
which they sYlllbolize; they are the Con1ffiunion of the 
body and blood of Christ. In your reply, I hope to see 
SOlllething more than a passing renmrk upon this solenln 
subject. 
The Church of ROD1e has indeed grievouslyerrcd 7 
in departing fl-om Catholic antiquity, in her denial 
of the efficacy of tIle one sin-offering upon the cross, 
by her degrading the Holy Communion to an offering 
for sin. 
l\Iy next assertion was, Catholic antiquity had no 
prayers to the dead, either in the way of inferior wor- 
ship, or of seeking their intercession. Your anSlyer is, 
,. It is true that of the departed saints a comnlen1Ora- 
tion only is 111ade, whereby to lllerit a share in theiI 
triU111phs; but what right haye you to presunle that no 
doctrine 'was held by those who used that liturgy, beyond 
what is expressed therein? Yet all your conclusions 
proceed on such unwarrantable assunlptiol1s, boldly 
advanced, as if they were unque
tiollable. One thing I 
lllay thank you for, though probably not intended. 
As prayer 'lor the departed in the faith is offered by 
the bishop, you yourself assign to this Popish doctrine 
prin1Ìtive tin1es, that is certainly before the Kicene 
t;ynod in 32.3.' " 
And is this really all? I bad called for a defence of 
the Romish doctrine of prayer TO the dead, and yuu 
endeavour to draw a"ray the attention of our readers 
to prayer FOR the dead. Kotwithstanding what you 
say about "unwarrantable assumptions boldly ad- 
yanced," I fearlessly repeat the assertion, well know- 
ing that you cannot disprove it. 
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The primitive Church did not pray to the dead, and 
in this distinguishing feature of her religion, Rome has 
departed from prinlitive antiquity, and has fallen into 
idolatry. 
If there be one thing more than another 'which dis- 
tinguishes Ron1Ìsh w'úrship, it is 
Iariolatry. I chal- 
lenge you to produce one evidence from prÏInitive 
antiquity, that the early Church gave such ,vorship 
to the Blessed Virgin. 
You well know that you cannot bring forward one 
line to prove it, and thus is the leading feature of 
UonlÏsh worship convicted of being a 1110dern delusion. 
Having thus disposed of prayer to the dead, I shall 
examine the new subjects introduced by you;- 
1. Prayer for the dead. 
2. HUlllan lllerit. 
Romish prayer for the dead is for sin-defiled souls, 
alleged to be in purgatory, that the Lord would be 
pleased to relieve their pains, and hasten their adnlis- 
sion into Heaven. 
The Church of Rome has departed fr01n prin1Ìtive 
antiquity in that doctrine. 
The" comluemoration of the dead" in the Clemen- 
tine Liturgy is the Inention of all the blessed Saints in 
IIeaven. 
In praying for the whole Church of Christ, the 
liturgy says, "Farther, we offer to Thee, for ALL THE 
SAINTS who have pleased Thee, from the beginning of 
the world; the patriarchs, prophets, righteous llwn, 
APOSTLES, MARTYl{S, confessoI5, bishops, priests, deacons, 
sub-deacons, readers, singers, virgins, widows, laymen, 
and all those naInes thou knowest." 
Only conceive what a COllll110tion would be causc(l 
in a Roman Catholic place of worship, if the people 
were called upon to return to the worship of Catholic 
antiquity. 
Instead of confessing their sins to the holy Apostles, 
St. Peter and St. Paul, they would be called upon to 
pray for all the Apostles. 
Instead of saying, All ye holy Apostles and pro- 
phets pray for us, they,vould be called upon to pray 
tor the resurrection blessedness of those holy apostles. 
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Let Ronle confess her error, and return to that con1- 
luelnoration of the dead, and she will find no well- 
instructed lllember of the Church of England quarrel- 
ing wiJ:h her on that ground. 
That prayer looked forward to the preparation of 
those all eady in Heaven for the blessedness of the 
resurrection. . 
Our Church teaches us to pray fi)l their bles
edness 
in that day, " That we, with all those that are depart- 
ed in the true faith of Thy holy nanIe, may have our 
perfect consummation and bliss, both in body and soul, 
in thy eternal and everlasting kingdom." 
..liS great, then, as is the difference between the 
flames of purgatory and the joys of heaven, so great is 
the difference between the prayers for the increased 
blessedness of prop_1ets and apostles in the early church, 
and the anti-scriptural and uncatholic prayer for the 
dead in the modern Church of Rome. 
Could you inform our readers why that prayer for 
the whole church makes no nlention of the Pope, or 
even of the Blessed Virgin? 
The second new subject introduced by you .is human 
nlerit. 
There is not one word of reference to it in the prayer 
to 'which you refer. How can we, who are in all things 
defiled by sin, dremn of nlerit? The apostle settles 
that question, "To him that worketh not, but believeth 
on him that justifieth the ungodly, his faith is counted 
for righteousness." (Rom. iv. 5.) 
I nlust not, however, dwell longer on this new topic, 
this letter being already so long. 
'Ye now conle to the definition of the Catholic faid}, 
in which the Roman Church has brought herself under 
the anathema of a general council. 
And here I cheerfully acknowledge that I have 
attributed to one council that which was the act of 
another. But how does this alter the question? 
The facts are these. 
The Council of Nice (A. D. 325) defined the faith of 
the Catholic Church, with an anathema against anyone 
who would deny that faith. 
The Council of Ephesus (A. D. 431) decreed concern- 
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ing the Nicene creeù, "That it is not allowable to any 
person whatsoever, to allege, write, or 111ake a different 
creed from that ,vhich was lnade by the holy fathers 
assembled at Nice, and that all those who are s
 auda- 
cious as to make, or allege, or offer any other to be 
signed by such as tun; themselves, or are converted to 
the Church, whether they be Jews, pagans, or heretics, 
if they be bishops or clergYlnen, they shall be degraded 
from their dignity; and if they are laymen, they shaH 
be accursed." 
That the Council of Chalcec10n (A. D. 451) did not 
Inake a new syn1bol of faith, for the use of the Church, 
but silnply declared their faith on a disputed doctrine, 
is implied by the words of the Council of Trent, which 
speaks thus of the Nicene creed:- 
" The :fiühers in their more sacred councils, ,vere ac- 
customed, at the conln1encement of their acts, to oppose 
this shield against all heresies, WITH WHICH ALONE at 
any time they drew over unbelievers to the faith, they 
overthrew heretics, and confirmed the faithful. Where- 
fore that symbol of faith, ,vhich the Holy Roman 
Church Inakes use of, as that principle, in which all 
,vho profess the faith of Christ, of necessity agree, and 
is the firm and only foundation against which the gates 
of hell shall never prevail, (the holy council) thinks fit 
that that symbol of faith should be expressed in the 
same ,vords in ,vhich it is read in all churches." In 
this, then, it is acknO'wledged,- 
1. The Nicene synlbol is the only one that has been 
in use in all churches. 
2. That sYlnbol is sufficient to extinguish all heresies. 
Now the creed of Pope Pius the 4th differs essen- 
tinIly from the Nicene, and it requires a faith which is 
in1possible to the vast lnajority of even educated Chris- 
tians. 
Having thus answered your chronological and other 
questions, I renew the unanswered argulnent fr0111 the 
creed :- 
The A.thanasian creed is both inclusive and exclu- 
sive. It declares the Catholic faith which saves, and 
declares the daInnation of those who reject that faith. 
By the confession of the council of Trent the old 



THE REV. J. BAYLEE'S SECO
D LETTER. 67 


creed of the Church was the test of orthodoxy for 124-0 
years. 
The Church of Ronle, therefore, has adopted a ne"\v 
test, and so has departed frOl11 Catholic antiquity. I 
beg to restate the argument. 
Either the added articles are essential to salvation; 
or they are not. 
If they be essential, then the prin1Ïtive charch was 
fallible in leaving them out of her symbol. If they be 
not essential, then ROlue has erred in declaring thenl to 
be so. 
In meeting this argument, be so good as to bear in 
n1Ïnd that my question does not refer to the truth or 
falsehooil of the new articles, but to the necessity of 
faith in thenl for salvation. 
The fourth particular in which I alleged that the 
Church of Rome had departed fronl Catholic antiquity, 
was respecting the See of Ronle. To prove this I re- 
ferred to the ÜlnlOUS sixth canon of Council úf Nice. 
Your answer is one of suppression and luis-state- 
ment. 
You allege that Paschasinus at the Council of Chal- 
cedon read that canon with a declaration of the Pope's 
suprenlacy prefixed. But you do not tell our readers 
that Aetius inunediately responded by reading the true 
canon without that forged prefix. 
Du Pin, one of the greatest critics and historians of 
the Gallican church, declares the canon which I have 
cited, to be the most authentic. 
You further allege that the Pope's Legates presided 
at the Council of Nice. 
St. Athanasius declares Hosius to have been the 
father of that great council. His naIne IS first in all 
the subscriptions, and there is therefore no authority 
for asserting the Pope to haye presided there by his 
Legates. 
vVhat you say about appeals to Rome is so abun- 
dantly refuted by Du Pin, in his nlasterly dissertations 
on the subject, that I need only pron1Ïse his argulnents 
in an appendix. Du Pin was hinlself a Roman Catho- 
lic, and therefore cannot be suspected of favouring Pro- 
testan tism. 
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The assertion, therefore, remains unrefuted, that 
Rome has departed from Catholic antiquity in the mat- 
ter of the Papal Supremacy. I may fairly retort your 
question, and ask you did you write about appeals to 
HOlne in ignorance of what Du Pin has written against 
the Papal claims on that ground? I may add, against 
the evidence of all antiquity? 
J\Iy next charge was that TIOlne has schismatically 
separated herself from the other branches of the Church 
Ca tholic. 
I supported this charge on the following grounds. 
1. The promise of perpetuity to the Church ,vas 
given to her as a whole, and not to any separate branch 
of it. 
2. Separate branches are threatened with excision. 
3. The Bishop of Rome has no claim a bove the 
Bishop of Antioch. 
4. St. Peter had no greater pron1ise than the other 
eleven apostles. 
If infallibility ,vere promised to then1, more could 
not be promised to him. 
To these you answer:- 
1. The pron1Ïse of perpetuity ,vas given to thè 
Twelve, with one as their head and centre of unity. 
2. No answer. 
3. No answer. 
4. St Peter's special prerogatives as stated in lUatt. 
:xvi. 17-19; Luke, xxii. 31,32; John, xxi. 15-17. 
And the supposed priyate authority of St. J ermne. 
These I shall now exrmine seriatim. 
1. The only centre of unity spoken of in Scripture is 
the Lord Jesus Christ in heaven. 
This is proved by various passages in Scripture. 
(Eph. iv. 3-15.) 
'Vhen we are exhorted to endeavour to "keep TIlE 
UKITY OF THE SPIRIT in the bond of peace." 
The only centre is,- 
"One Lord, one faith, one baptism. " 
Subordinate to this blessed centre are, 
" Apostles, prophets, evangelists, pastors, ancl 
teachers." 
These are declared to be the divinely appointed 
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means for the perfecting of the saints to the end of 
tinl e. 
The conclusion tIlerefore is inevitable. 
No one apostle was the centre of unity. 
Acts, xv. 6--29, and xv. 4. 
In that first council of the Christian Church, "the 
Apostles and elders came together, to consider of this 
111atter." 
St. James delivered l1Ïs judgment, saying, "my sen- 
tence is-to which they all agreed, and tllé decree went 
forth in the name of THE APOSTLES, ELDERS, AXD 
nRETHREN," ann in Acts, xvi. 4, they are declared to be 
the" decrees of the apostles and elders." 
Let every candid enquirer cOlnpare this with the 
Romish assumption that no decree of a general council 
is of any authority until it is confirmed by the Pope. 
Even in St. Peter's presence his Balne is not attend
 
ed to in the decree, and his supposed supren1acy alto- 
gether unknown. 
Let us next turn to the symbolic picture of the 
Church given by our Blessed Lord to St. John. (Rev. 
Chapters, i. ii. iii.) 
The vision is for all Churches. "He that hath an 
ear let him hear, what the Spirit saith unto the 
Churches. (Rev. ii. 7.) 
In the Jewish dispensation there )vas ONE golden 
candlestick; in that symbolic image of the Christian 
Church there are SEVEN. 
Their centre and bond of unity is not one, set up 
above his fellows, but the risen and glorified Saviour. 
It is he who upholds the stars, (the rninistel's,) and he 
who is the centre of the church's unity. " These 
things saith he that holdeth the seven stars in his right 
hand, who walketh in t11e nlidst of the seven golden 
candlesticks." 
Contrast this centre of unity with the unbelief ex- 
pressed in the inference for papal supremacy which you 
draw frolll St. J eron1e's words, "For this I'eason one is 
chosen out of the twelve, that a head being appointed 
the occasion of schism might be renlOved." You clainl 
for your centre of unity Popes, many of WhOlll, for 
ages, were paramours of abandoned WOlllen, acc0rding 
6 
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to the testimony of your own historians. 'Ye c1aÍ1n 
Jesus Christ, who v{alks in the 111id8t of the seven 
golden candlesticks. 
Your centre is not as uur centre, our enmnies thenl- 
selves the judges. (Dent. xxxii. 31.) 
As you have broùght forward 110 proof for your 
centre of unity, and as these and other scriptures so 
abundantly confute the i<.lea of any earthly centre of 
unity, the charge against the Church of HOllle relnains 
unrefuted. 
She c1ainls for a part those promises which 1vere 
given to the whole body. 
To my second argunlent you have given no answer; 
the pron1Ìse of perpetuity is so given to the whole, the 
parts may be cut off and perish. 
No special promise is nlade to Ronle. 
Therefore Ronlo Inay be cut off and perish. 
In your next letter our readers ,vill expect to see 
the grounds in Scripture for clain1Ìng for Ronle any 
special exmuption f1'0111 the danger of falling. 
To my third argument you also returned no answer. 
The Bishop of Ronle has no claiul above the ßishop 
of ..A.l1 tioch. 
I utterly deny that St. Peter w'as ever Dishop of 
ROll1e; no conteIuporary writer affirnls it; but allowing 
that he ,vas, this gives the Bishop of ROlue no ple- 
rogative above the Bishop of .A.ntioch, ,,
here ROlnan 
Catholic historians allege that St. Peter fixed his seat 
first. 
The argument therefore stands thus: 
St. Peter is said to have been the first Bishop of 
Antioch, and then to have consecrated a succeSEor 
there. 
He is said to have subsequently founded the see of 
Rome, and to have left a successor there. Consequent- 
ly the successor of St. Peter at Antioch ought to have 
precedence before the successor of St. Peter at Rome. 
Our readers will also expect an answer to this argu- 
ment. 
To my denial of the special prerogatives of St. Peter 
you oppose the following scriptures: l\Iat. xvi. 17-19; 
Luke, xxii. 31, 32; John, xxi. 15-17. 



THE REV. J. B.\YLEE'S SECOND LETTER. 71 


:l\Iat. xvi. 17-19. 
" And Jesus answered and said unto hin1, Ble
sed 
art thou, Sillion Barjona; for flesh and blood hath not 
revealed it unto thee, but my Father which is in heaven. 
And I also say unto thee, that thou art Peter, and upon 
thi3 rock I will build my Church; and the gates of 
hell shall not prevail against it. And I will give unto 
thee the keys of the kingdOll1 of heaven; and whatso- 
ever thou shalt bind on earth shall be bound in heaven; 
and whatsoever thou shalt loose on earth shall be loosed 
in heaven." 
'Ye have here to inquire two things:- 
1. Upon what rock is the Church built? 
2. ...\.re any special prerogatives given to St. Peter? 
1. Upon what rock is the Church built? 
St. Peter himself gives the answer. He says that 
Jesus Christ is the l'ock upon which the Church is 
buil t. 
" If so be ye have tasted that the Lord is gracious, 
to whom cOlniñg, as unto a living stone, disallowed 
indeed of men, but chosen of God, and precious." 
(1 Pet. ii. 3, 4.) 
The only rock of the Church is t11e Lord. 
H The Lord is my rock and nlY fortress, and my de- 
l . " (P ... 2) 
lverer. s. XVlll. . 
" He only is my rock and my salvation." (Ps. lxii. 2.) 
St. Augustine, in his book of retractations, confesses 
that the rock was Christ. (TonI. I. p. 32.) If this pas- 
sage be decisive that Peter is the rock of the Church, 
how was it that the Church did not know that it was 
so down to the time of Augustine, and that he even 
changed his opinion to the P'i-otestant view of the text? 
A far greater' than Augustine would haye saved him 
from the need of retractation. St. Paul would have 
taught him, "They drank of that spiritual rock that 
followed them; and THAT ROCK WAS CHRIST." 
2. But we have secondly to il1quire- 
A.re any special prerogatives given to St. Peter III 
those words? 
He is called Peter, a stone, and 
The power of binding and loosing was given to him. 
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The word that our Blessed Sayiour employed was the 
Syriac word, Cephas. 
St. Peter applies this very nanle to all true Chris- 
tians: "Y e, also, as lively stones, are built up a spiri- 
tual house." 
If, therefore, all true Christians are Cepl1ases, no pe- 
culiar prerogative was given to St. Peter by calling 
him Cephas. For then the power of binding and loos- 
ing belongs to the n1Ïnister of every congregation in 
'union 
vith the congregation (1 Cor. v. 4, 5.), there- 
fore that power is not peculiar to Peter. (lUatt. xviii. 
15-18.) 
Your second reference is Luke, xxi. 31, 32. 
"And the Lord said, Sinlon, Simon, behold Satan 
hath desired to have you, that he may sift you as 
"rheat. But I have prayed for thee, that thy faith fail 
not; and when thou art converted, strengthen thy 
brethren. " 
The Church of Ronle is, indeed, at a loss for argu- 
ment, when her theologians cite such a text as this. 
The a.rgument is:- 
Peter was desired to strengthen his brethren. 
Therefore Peter ,vas supreme over his brethren. 
St. Paul says to the Galatians, 
"Brethren, if a Juan be overtaken in a fault, ye 
,yhich are spiritual restore such an one in the spirit of 
meekness; considering thyself, lest thou also be teInpt- 
ed." (Gal. vi. 1.) 
Every Christian has 3 right to restore his erring 
brother. 
Therefore, every Christia.n is suprenle over his 
brother! 
The word here rendered restore is stronger than that 
applied to St. Peter. It is rendered, l11ake perfect, in 
1 Pet. v. 10. 
The only other passage quoted by you is, 
John, xxi. 15-17. In which our Blessed Saviour 
conlmissions Peter to feed his lambs and his sheep. 
Ho,v can that commission, which is common to all, 
give supremacy to one? 
Paul said to the Ephesian elders, "Feed the Church 
of God. " (Acts, xx. 28.) 
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Peter said to the elders whOln he addressed, 
" Feed the flock of God which is alnong you." (1 Pet. 
v. 2.) But in truth, such an argulllent needs no se- 
rious refutation. How could feeding the flock give 
supremacy over the pastols? ' 
Two passages in St. Paul's Epistles disprove any 
claÏ1n of St. Peter's to supreDlacy:- 
Gal. ii. 7-9. "But contrariwise, when they saw that 
the Gospel of the uncircuDIcision was cOlllmitted unto 
nle, as the Gospel of the circunIcision "Was unto Peter; 
(for he that wrought effectually in Pcter to the apo
tle- 
ship of the circul1lcision, the same ,yas mighty in me 
towards the Gentiles.) And when James, Cephas, and 
John, who seeIned to be pillars, perceived the grace 
that was given unto llle, they gave to nle and Barnabas 
the right hand of fellowship; that we should go unto 
the heathen, and they unto the circumcision." 
2 Cor. xi. 5. "For I suppose I was not a whit behind 
the very chief est apostles." 
In these renltukable passages we have these facts and 
pI inciples :- 
1. St. Peter was chieRy emplo)'ed anIongst Jewish 
converts. 
2. St. Paul was the apostle to the Gentiles. 
3. The apostles learned this not by any express com- 
mission to either of theIn, but by the spiritual efficacy 
of their labours. 
Consequently, Peter had no such exclusive cOllul1is- 
Fi{)n as is clainled for him. 
4. St. Paul. does not speak of one apostle as being 
chief, but of several. 
5. He was hinlself equal to any of thenl, and that in 
all things. 
I-Iow baseless, then, is the whole fabric of Ronlan 
i;upremacy. 
The third charge which I luade against the Church 
of Rome was gross superstition, as seen in her 
Iariola- 
try, and in her other superstitions. 
I. Superstition and idolatry respecting the Blessed 
Virgin 
Iary. 
2. Degrading tales and superstitions respecting the 
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Scapular, the miraculous medal, the holy coat, winking 
images, and ten thousand similar things. 
3. l\Iasses for sick cows, for bringing fish to the 
coast, and such like. 
To these you answ
r:- 
1. Between the reverence paid to the mother of God, 
and the worship due to her Son, the Church teaches 
that there is infinite distance; nor does she encourage, 
or tolerate superstition and idolatry. 
2. The Church does rebuke ,vhatever is degrading 
and superstitious. 
You say "specify in the language of a gentlclnan, 
any having the approval of the Church, and I win give 
you a serious reply." 
3. l\Iasses for cows or herrings are la,yful, because 
've may pray for temporal blessings, and it was lawful 
in the old law to inlplore theln by sacrifices. 
'1'0 these replies I answer:- 
1. Idolatry does not alone consist in giving supreme 
"-or ship to a creature, but in giving (religiou.s worship to 
a creature. 
Aaron and the children of Israel could not have 
imagined that the golden calf ,vas the supreulC God. 
Their idolatry consisted in worshipping a creature. 
Indeed all polytheism acknowledged one suprenle 
God, and a multitude of subordinate deities. Yet the 
,vorship of the subordinate, as subordinate, was idolatry. 
'Vill you venture to free frOln the charge of idolatlY 
the following hyn111 froll' St. Bonaventure's Psalter, 
published at ROll1e, in the Y" atican, A. D. L39G, and also 
in an Italian 
Ianual of devotions, issued under the 
auspices of Pope Gregory X'lI. 
" 'Ve praise thee, 0 
Iother of God: 
'Ye acknowledge thee, 0 -\Tirgin l\Iary: 
To thee, all angels and archangels, 
To thee, thrones and princi pali ties fai thfull y do 
service. 
Thee, all the powers, and all the virtues of heaven, 
and all donlÏllions obey. 
Upon thee all choirs, upon thee cherubim and scra 4 
phiIn, exultingly do 'wait. 
To thee every angelic creature, with unceasing voice, 
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proc1ainls IToly, Holy, Holy, 1Iary, begetter of God, 
1\lother and Virgin. 
. . . . * * . . . 
Save thy people, 0 Lady, that we nlay be partakers 
of the inheritance of thy Son. 
And govern us and keep us for ever. 
* . . 
 . . * . * 
Have mercy upon us, 0 pious One; have nlercy 
upon us. 
Let thy lnerey be 9í'eat towards us, because we trust 
in thee, 0 Virgin )Iary. 
In thee, 0 sweet :\Iary, ,ve hope, defend us for ever. 
To thee belongeth praise, to thee belongeth power, to 
thee virtue and glory for ever and ever. Alllen. 
Sing to our Lady a new song. 
Let every spirit praise our Lady." 
I a3k you, sir, in the nanle of that God who will not 
giye his glory to another, is this idolatry? 
Yes, sir, it is idolatry; it is awful idolatry. It is a 
blasphemous fable. 
You may speak of the language of a gentleman, but, 
sir, I shall use the inspired Iangu:lge of the prophet- 
" Thus saith the Lord; cursed is the Ulan that trusteth 
in man, ánd nlaketh flesh his arnl." (Jer. xvii. 5.) 
The blessed Virgin herself rejects such a,,'ful wor- 
ship. She confessed herself a sinner, and hnnlbled her- 
self before God, saying, "
Iy soul doth nlagnify the 
Lord, and my spirit hath rejoiced in God my Saviour." 
(Luke, i. 46, 47.) 
lIeI' adorable Son asked, "'Yho is lllY ll}other?" 
He also supplied us with the answer, "'Yhosoever shall 
do the will o( my :Father which is in heaven, the SaIne 
is my 11lother." (lUatt. xii. 48-50.) 
If it 'v ere true that all the hosts of heaven, all cheru- 
bim and seraphim, and all glorified saints are serving 
and praising the blessed Virgin 
Iary, then the Church 
on earth could not without sin neglect her worship. 
But the Church of Rome, for three hundred years, 
and long after, paid no religious worship to her. 
Therefore, either she was guilty of great error then, 
or the modern Ronlan doctrine is untrue. 
In eitber case Rome is fallible. 
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2. The Church does not rebuke whatever is degrad- 
ing and superstitious. . 
It is very degrading and superstitious to think that 
a slnall pewter or brass Inedal, secretly put under a 
Protestant's pillo,v, could nlake 3. conyert to Ronlanisnl, 
or that a wooden inmge in Chester stretched out a 
finger towards some Carnlelite monks, and said, These 
are lllY brethren; or that bt. Silnon Stock's dog di8- 
tinguished Sundays and holy days frOlll other days, 
and brought his nlaster nleat on those days. 
Yet these and a thousand sin1ilar tales are openly 
encouraged in ROlnish books of devotion. 
lIas the book of the Scapular ever been condell1ned? 
Have all the tales about the n1Ïraculous nledal ever 
been stigmatized? lIas one absurd tale ever been re- 
llloved fr0111 the Ronlan breviary? Or will you, as a 
Roman Catholic bishop, undertake to say that you be- 
lieve the tales in that book which you are sworn to 
read daily for edification? 
I can, with the greatest truth, say, that it give3 nle 
very great pain to write what nUlst be hurtful to your 
feelings. I cannot, however, do otherwise. I solenlnly 
believe that truth demands it. 
3. You admit the practice of saying 111asses for tIle 
cure of sick cows, and for obtaining a larger take of 
herrings. 
X"ou defend the practice upon the ground that we 
111ay pray to the Lord for all things, and that under 
the old la,v men sought divine bounties through sacri- 
fices. 
And do you indeed parallelize these cases? 
Pel'lllit me to put your argument into a syllogistic 
fonn :- 
'Ve nIay pray to...God in all circumstances of life, and 
for all thing8. 
In the old dispens"ation lllen were pern1Îtted to unite 
,vi th prayer sacrifices. of anilnals, flour, and other 
things, in asking temporal blessings from God. 
Therefore we may bring the I.Jord Jesus Christ down 
fronl heaven to earth, and offer hÎ1n up as a sacrifice for 
the liying and the dead, in order to cure a sick cow, or 
o btail1 a few baskets of herrings I 
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Is it any wonder, sir, that 111en accustmned to rever- 
ence OUI' adorable l{cdeen
er, are indignant against 
such degrading superstitiòn? 
Forgive Hle for this language; as a gentlenlan I feel 
an apology due to you: as a Christian, the honour of 
Iny Saviour constrains me to employ it. 
The fourth charge which I brought against the 
Church of Ronle was, that she teaches inullorality and 
Ï111purity. In proof of this I offered to Tefer the 
decision to twelve ROlllan Catholic fathers and hus- 
bands. 
And what is your answer? 
Y OUR OWN PERSO
AL DEXIAL! 
'Vithout any allusion to the twelve melubers of 
your own cOllllnunion to WhOlll I offered to sublnit the 
evidence. 
You say it is discreditable to IllY sincerity to assert 
that ROlnan Catholic priests are bound to put polluting 
questions to wives and daughters. 
Sir, the shelter of Protestant decency is the pro- 
tection which Uon1Ïsh priests have frmll the indigna- 
tion of allnlen in consequence of those polluting ques- 
tions. 
,\
 e cannot dare to pollute public 1110rals by printing 
the suhjects and questions wl1Ích p1Ïests are required to 
ask fenmles in private. 
It is not too nUlCh to say, that if Satan had the pen 
in his hands, he could not write grosser abmllinations 
than are in the instructions to priests directing then1 
how to catechise females at confession. 
The following is the canon of the council of Trent:- 
Si quis dixerit in sacrmnentunl pænitentiæ ad ren1Ïs- 
sionenl peccatoI.um necessariunl non esse jure Divino, 
confiteri omnia et sil1gula peccata Inortalia......et quæ 
sunt contra duo ultima Decalogi præcepta, et, circunl- 
stantias, quæ peccati specieul nnltant.... ..anathelna sit. 
If anyone shall say, that in the sacrmncnt of penance 
it is not necessary, by Divine comnland, to confess all 
and every Inortal sin...... and those which are against the 
last two precepts of the decalogue, "Thou shalt not 
covet thy neighbour's wife; thou shalt not covet thy 
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neighbour's good
," and the circunlstances which 
change the nature of the sin......let him he accursed. 
To take away any excuse on account of l11odesty, the 
Catechis111 of the Council of Trent adds :-Perniciosior 
autem est illorulll culpa existimanda qui stulta quâdanl 
vcrec1luùia illlpediti. · 
Their sin is to be csteeilled very pernicious, who, 
lzinde}.ed by a false 
nodest!J, dare not confess their sins. 
I cannot go further, sir, I dare not pollute these 
pages with the very nanles of the subjects upon which 
,,-hole chapters of questions are written for confessions. 
No language c,ould adequately describe what a sink of. 
Ï111purity is a book of confessional instruction. It is 
in1possible for any feillale to be a conscientious Roman- 
ist and a 11lodest WOlllan. 
I believe that in this respect the great majority of 
felnales are far better than the religion which enforces 
upon thClll such utter abonlinations. 
I would not write thus, F:ir, if I did not feel it a 
soleilln duty to call public attention to a ROlllish doc- 
trine which cOlllpels ecclesiastics either to break their 
vows, or to destroy all Illodesty. 
I gladly turn frOlll this lllOst painful, heart-sickening 
subject to IllY last charge against the Church of ROlllC. 
She is anti-scriptural in her doctrincs, and has the 
predicted characteristics of the fallen Church:- 
1. Justification. 
You ask me to reconcile what you call IllY Calvinistic 
notions of salvation hy faith alone and predestination, 
with the following Scriptures. (Jas. ii. l,j, 17,24,26; 
1 Cor. iv. 4; Ph. ii. 012; 1 Cor. x. 12; Rom. xi. 20; Ps. 
.. I ? R ... 9 ) 
H. _ ; \.ev. 111.. .;.I. 
I shall not have nluch difficulty in reconciling those 
passages with the blessed doctrine of justification by 
faith, alone, as given by St. Paul; and the equally 
blessed a
surance of evcrlasting salvation taught us by 
our Blessed Saviour. 
The first is:- 
Jmnes, ii. 14, 17, 24, 26. 
"'Yhat doth it profit, my brethren, though a man 
say he hath faith, and have not works?" 
" Can faith save hÍ1n?" 
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" Eyen so faith if it hath not works is (lead, being 
alone. " 
" Ye see, then, how that by works a nlan is justified, 
and not by faith only." 

, Fur as the body without the spirit is dead, so faith 
without works is dead also." 
The reconciliation of these instructive passages with 
St. Paul's declaration that we are justified by faith 
alone, is very simple. 
St. Paul was speaking of the pardon of a sinner. 
St. James of the life of a saint. 
In this very chapter St. J alp.es teaches justification 
by faith only. He f:ays:- 
"'Yhosoever shall keep the whole law, and yet 
offend in one point, he is guilty of all." 
" So speak ye, and so do, as they that shall be judged 
by the law of liberty." (v. 10, 12.) 
He first brings in alllnen guilty, forall ha ve offend- 
ed. He then declares that there is a law of liberty. ....\. 
law could only be a law of liberty when its penal 
delnanc1s were satisfied. 
As we are all guilty, and yet are to feel at liberty, 
there must haye been son1e one who endured the penal- 
ty. This is exactly what St. Paul teaches in Rom. iii. 
23, 25. "For all have sinned, and con1e short of the 
glory of God." 
"Being justitied FREELY by his grace, through the 
redemption that is in Christ Jesus." 
"'Vhon1 God hath set forth to be a propitiation 
through faith in his bleod, to declare his righteousness 
for the remisf:ion of sins that are past, through the for- 
bearance of God." 
" Therefore we conclude that a 111an is justified by 
faith WITHOUT THE DEEDS OF THE LAW." (ROln. iii. 28.) 
'Yhat St. JaIl1es calls the law of liberty, St. Paul 
explains as being" Dead to the la,v by the body of 
Christ," as con1pletely FREE from the penalty of the 
broken law, as a won1an is fron1 the law of 111al'riage in 
the case of a dead husband. (Ron1. vii. I, .1.) 
But St. James proceeds in the yerses quoted by you 
to consider, not the justification of a sinner, but the law 
of life for a believer. 
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To justify is not to lnake just, but to bring to trial, 
and to pronounce just. 
It is applied even to God:- 
" That thou (God) n1Ïghtest be JU"STIFIED in thy say- 
ings, and 111Ïghtest overCOlue WHE
 THOU art judged." 
(ROln. iii. 4.) 
" The publicans JUSTIFIED God." (Luke, vii. 29.) 
It would be blasphen
y to say that they nlade God 
just. They pronounced him to be just. 
Now 111en 111ay be brought to trial in various ,vays. 
,A..s creatures, as believers, as servants, as brethren; in 
short, in any relationship. 
As CREATURES we have all sinned, and therefore the 
apostle says, "By the deeds of the law there shall no 
flesh be justified in his sight." (ROln. iii. 20.) 
Our only plea can be the 111erits of Christ unn1Ïxecl 
with any thing of ours. 
"Being justified FREELY by hi::; grace, through the 
redCIllPtion that is in Christ Jesus." (ROlU. iii. 24.) 
As BELIEVEns, we are justified in Inanifesting the 
character of our service to the best of our ability; so 
that ,\pe are justified by living as believers, that is, as- 
suring ourselves of God's justification of us in the n1Ïdst 
of our sins. 
"But to hinl that ,yorketh not, but believeth on hilll 
that J"CSTIFIETH THE "CXGODLY, his faith is counted for 
righteousness." (Rmn. iv. 5.) 
As SERVANTS, our justification ,vould be to perforw: 
if brought to trial, we coull plead that we have done 
our best. 
'Vhen the Lord in his great love brought us into 
his seryice, he knew what we were. He did not expect 
undefiled service from sin-defiled 111en. 'Ve, as ser- 
vants, can therefore be justified in our service by our 
,vorks, while, as I have just shown, as creatures, and 
as unbelievers, we are justified alone by the lllerits of 
Cluist. 
It is in this sense St. J alues calls upon the JCSTIFIED 
BELIEVERS to justi(y his character as a servant by his 
works. 
St. Paul teaches the SaIue doctrine:- 
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"Do we then nlake void the law through faith? 
Yea, we estabhsh the law." (Rom. iii. 31.) 
But, 
ir, the decree of the Council of Trent points at 
the Protestant doctrine of justification by faith, which 
is, not the standard of life for a believer, but the 
gr0uncls of acceptance of a sinner, and herein that 
Council curses those who believe the Divine pron1Ïse, 
"Being justified by faith, we have peace with God 
through our Lord Jesus Christ." (ROlll. v. 1.) These 
principles apply to 1 Cor. iv. 4, of which the Rhemish 
version is, "For I mll not conscious to nlyself of any- 
thing, yet anI I not hereby justified; but he that judg- 
eth DIe is the Lord." 
This passage has nothing to do witl1 justification 
either by faith or by works. It is simply declaring who 
is our judge, not what are the grounds of our justifica- 
tion; that though we were not conscious of having done 
anything wrong, we cannot be our own judges and 
acquit ourselves. The Lord is our Judge, and it is his 
decision, and not ours, tllat can set us free. 
It is indeed a solemn thought. l\Iay we be more 
watchful to atudy the divine rule of judgment. " The 
",'ord that I have spoken, the sanIe shall judge him at 
the last day." (John, xii. 45.) 
Your next quotation is, Ph. ii. 12:- 
" "'
 ork out your own salvation with fear and trell1- 
bling. " 
Had you not confused our salvation with our jus- 
tification, you never could have referred to this pas- 
sage. 
Our salvation is the full and final blessedness of the 
resurrection. 
Our justification is at the commencenlent of our in- 
telligent spiritual life. 
":ß,Iuch more then being NOW JCSTIFIED by his blood, 
we SHALL BE SAVED from wrath through him." (ROlll. 
Y. 9.) 
The true meaning of that passage is, "accomplish 
your salvation with fear and trembling." 
To work out, that is, to accomplish any thing, is 
very different fronl working for the sanle thing. 
If I say to a child, learn your lessons well, and I will 
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give you a rewanl, I aIU nIaking a very different pronli
e 
from saying, learn your lesson weH, and you will be- 
C0111e a good scholar. 
'The one is the natural result, the other is a payment, 
or earned reward. 
These are all the passages to which you refer upon 
the subject of justification. I have shown that they 
have as little bearing upon the subject, as I shall no,v 
do ,vith regard to those you cite upon the doctrine of 
the final preservation of the elect. 
I beg to remind our readers that the doctrine of pre- 
destination is taught by St. Augustine, and by the 
leading Rmnan Catholic schoolmen; and that it is not 
denied by the Council of Trent. 
That Council admits the doctrine as a theory, but de- 
nies its practical application to individuals. 
The Church of England does not hold Calvinistic 
predestination. 
As a minister of the Church of England, I believe 
and teach that the grace of God is given to all lnen ; 
that every baptized person has a gift of the Spirit, and 
that no luan is finally lost because of any unconditional 
decree of God. 
I believe, therefore, that grace may be bestowed upon 
Inen, may be resisted, and that those who had been once 
under the influence of the IIoly Spirit, may fall from 
grace and perish. 
St. .A..ugustine taught this doctrine, in distinguishing 
the elect ii'onI the regener'1te. 
Your references, therefore, are exactly the doctrines 
that I have always taught. 
The first is:- 
1 Cor. x. 12. 
"'Yherefore, let hiln that thinketh he standeth take 
lleed lest he fall." 
Fall fr0111 what? From the state of the baptized. 
" All our fathers were under the cloud, and all passed 
through the sea; 

 
 . 
 
. 
 
But with Inany of thenl God ",'as not well pleased; 
for they ,vere overthrown in the wilderness. 
Now, these things ,vere our examples. 
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'Yherefore let hin1 that thinketh he standeth take 
heed lest he fall." 
"'V hat has this to do with the final preservation of 
the elect? 
'Yho eyer thought that no one could fall from bap- 
tislual grace ? 
The next is R om. xi. 20. 
"Thou standest by faith. Be not high-minded but 
fear." 
The persons addressed here are that outward Church 
which has taken the place of the Jewish. 
Those who deny the truth of that text, are not the 
Calvinists, but the ROluanists; for it is the latter who 
say that the Church cannot fall. 
The' next is, Ps. ii. 12. 
" K.iss the Son, lest he be angry, and ye perish fron1 
the way." 
IIere, again, it is not even Christians who are ad- 
dressed: it is the kings of the earth :- 
" Be wise no'\v therefore, 0 ye kings; be instructed, 
ye judges of the earth. ......... l{iss the Son, &c." 
Y our last quotation is, Rev. iii. 2. 
"Be watchful, and strengthen the things which re- 
main, that are ready to die." 
This is an address to a Christian bishop, admonishing 
hÏ1n of the dying state of his Church. It has therefore 
nothing to do with individual safety. Its dying state 
as a Church might be the continual diminution of the 
number of good menlbers. 
It has nothing whatever to do with the question, 
whether an individual may be a renewed man, and 
afterwards become unrenewed. 
...\.nd thus, sir, all your quotations ]eave unren10ved 
the charge against the Church of Rome, of having 
den
ed two important doctTines of divine revelation. 
Your defence of ROlnanism in forbidding to n1arry, is 
equally unsuccessful. 

I y charges were :- 
1. To forbid to marry is a mark of apostacy. 
2. That could not now be a Catholic truth which was 
originally a Gnostic heresy. 
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To these your answers are :- 
1. St. Paul recommends celibacy. 
2. It was a Gnostic heresy to forbid to Innrr}"_ 
Except you can show that to reconlll1end celibacy in 
particular cases is equivalent to forbidding to l11arry, 
the argunlent is of no \-nlue. 
If there be any real parallelism then the laity are 
prohibited nlarriage, for it '\
as to the laity that St. 
Paul recomn1ended celibacy, in those very passages you 
quote, 1 Cor. vii. 7 -9., and 32-34:. 
To the clergy St. Paul says :- 
".c\. bishop then 11Ulst be blm11eless, the husband of 
one 
vife." (1 Tinl. iii. 2.) 
St. Peter was a l1larried nlan. (
Iatt. viii. 14.) 
H0111an Catholics say he deserted his wife when he 
becmne an apostle. Strange that it should be counted 
a piece of religion for a husband to desert his wife! 
They allege in proof what St. Peter said, "'V e haye 
forsaken all and followed Thee." (lUatt. xix. 27.) 
This no nlore proves that he deserted his wife, than 
that he deserted his fishing boat and his nets; (John, 
xxi. 6. 8); nor that St. John had deserted his h 0111 e, 
the h01n
 to ,vhich he took the Blessed Virgin. ( John, 
xix. 27.) 
K 0, sir, Rome has apostatized in this ll1atter. 
Goel says :- 
":\Iarriage is honourable in all." (Heb. xiii. 4.) 
ROD1e says :- 
" l\Iarriage is not honour'1ble in priests." 
God says :- 
"A bishop Inust be the husband of one "Úfe." 
Yet Ron1e calls herself infallible. 
2. You have not answered the question, how a 
Gnostic heresy has become a Roman Truth, forbiddin3' 
to 1narry. 
The tales of the breviary you are willing to pass by. 
Yon say they are no part of the Uoman Catholic faith. 
They are certainly part of the ROlllan Catholic religion, 
for you are sworn to read them clail y for religious edi- 
fica tion. 
Yet you ",áll not venture to avow' your belief of 
then1. 
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You lllust know then1 to be fables, and so tllèY COlne 
under that nlark of the predicted apostacy. (2 TÎIn. iv. 4.) 
To the charge of suppressing the Scriptures, you reply, 
" Ordinarily there is no prohibition against the circula- 
tion of God's word, I
 A CORRECT TRANSLATIOX." 
In this statement you directly contradict the Council 
of Trent. Its decree on the subject is, "If anyone 
,Úthout the permission of his confessor shall dare to 
re
.d or possess a copy of the sacred t\criptures, trans- 
lated even by Catholic Authors, he cannot recei\
e 
absolution for his sins." De Libris Prohibitis. Reg. I'T. 
The last subject to which I referred was Babylon; 
1\ly argulnents were :- 
1. A.ll antiquity is agreed that the Babylon of the 
Apocalypse is Rome. 
2. The notes of the Ronlan Catholic Bible acknow- 
ledge this. 
3. Even if we allow the Babylon spoken of in the 
17 th Chapter to be, as is alleged, pagan ROllle, then 
papal Ronle is worse than pagan, for her next change 
was frOl11 bad to worse: she was to become a habitation 
of devils (Rev. xviii. 2.), and to continue so until the 
Lord's second cOIning. 
To this you answer :- 
I. That I support my argument by no attempt at 
proof, although I referred you to the nutes of the Rmnan 
Catholic Bible. 
You give no reply to the third argument: it remains, 
therefore, unrefuted, that Rome Papal is that Babylon 
foredomlled of God, concerning which we have that awful 
,yarning, "Conle out of her, Iny people, that ye be llOt 
partakers of her sins, and that ye receive not of her 
plagues." (Rev. xyiii. 4.) 
I have thus, sir, as God has enabled me, answered all 
your argulllents, and denlonstrated the tI'lIth of nlY 
original a
sertion, that HOllle is llot only fallible, but 
that she is fallen. Her judgment is inlpending, and 
whatever may be the chaIacter of the struggle, this 
l1luch is certain, "l-Ier plagues shall come in one day, 
death anel lllOurning, and fiunine; and she shall be 
utterly burned with fire; for strong is the Lord God 
who judgeth her." (Rev. xviii. 8.) 
/'T 

 



86 INFALLIBILITY OF TIlE CHURCII OF RO
IE. 


Our readers will 110'V anxiously look for your reply. 
After that I an1 quite ready to resume the subject, so 
soon as ,ve shall have had an equal nunlber of letters in 
your attack upon the 6th Article of the Church of 
England. 
If your letter on that subject be already "written, it 
,vould expedite the controversy to send it to me at once, 
that I may have the answer ready as soon as this letter 
and your reply shall have been printed. 
I shall not make any apology for the length of this 
letter. 'The awful in1portance of the subject delnands a 
full staten1cnt. 
I desire to Inake every apology for anything calculatccl 
to ,vound your feelings in what I have written. :ðly 
observations apply to things and facts, and not to 
persons. 
l\Iay our readers have grace from God, and willing- 
ness in their own hearts, to read with prayer, ,,?ith 
faith, and ,vith diligent examination of God's Holy 
'V ord. 


I rClnain, 
Right Rev. Sir, your faithful servant, 
J OSEPII B...\.. YLEE. 


St. Aidan's, Feb..H, 1351. 
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Xo.IY". 


To the Rc'r. Joseph Ba!Jlee. 


Reyerend Sir, 
The yery length of your ltlst lettcr tends to raise sus- 
picion that you are striving to nlake up by ,yords for 
deficiency of argunlent. Innocently, I fancied that I 
had bargained for close logical reasoning; in place 
whereof, I have to contend against conventicle declan1a- 
tion-nlere begging the question-incessant misrepre- 
sentation-and irreverent scurrility. To follow you, 
step by step, would soon weary the patience of n10st 
readers; therefore, I propose relieving their attention, 
by placing under distinct headings the points at issue, 
and noticing concisely such new difficulties, raised in 
your last letter, as n1ay need solution. 


I. SA VIXG FAITH. 
I begin by correcting your more palpable errors. It 
is a Inis-statcnlent that the "voice of the Catholic 
Church disclainls the intervention of priestly authority 
-the discordance anlong its advocates proclainls its 
nullity." The Universal Church has ever upheld the 
necessity of subnlission to teaching authority; and 
an10ngst its advocates there never has been discordance 
on lnatters of faith. 
You nlisrepresent nle grossly where you express one 
of nlY argunlel1ts thus: "The Catholic Church is infal- 
lible: certain prOlllises were Inade to St. Peter: there- 
fore, ROll1e is infallible." In 111Y reply, there is nothing 
so illogical. I prove the necessity of infallible guid- 
ance, by a nlultiplicity of arguments, none of which you 
ll1eet better than by attelnpts at mystification; and I 
then show that this property, essential to the Church of 
Christ, is to be found in the ROlnan Catholic religion 
only; because that alone possesses the character3 as- 
signed to the true guide by the primitive creeds, and 
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because all other denonlinations CaIne into existence l)y 
their rejection of that principle. 
You caluInniate the Honlan Catholic Church. where 
you assert that she" would substitute a set of dognlus, 
however true, for that Being who gives then1 all their 
life and truth." Far fronl such substitution, ,ye pay 
that Divine Being snprelne honour, by subn1Ïtting our 
judgnlcnts to whatsocver lIe is pleased to lllanife:::t, be- 
cause lIe is the Sovereign Truth. 
You fall into both nli3r
presentation and ignorance, 
where, because I "adn1Ït that the dognlas of revelation 
111ust be duly presented, or there will be no sin of un- 
belief," you conclude that "if not duly presented, faith 
in them is not essential to salvation, and therefore there 
111ay be salvation without them." On the contrary, 1ve 
hold that ignorance, to be invincible, (which it is, so 
long as the dogmas of revelation have not been duly 
presented), must and does implicitly eInbrace all un- 
known truths, in one or nlore broad principles of faith: 
such as, belief in all that God reveals. These prin- 
ciples, thenlselves explicitly 1'eceived, represent iUlpli- 
citly, by the dispositions of the nlind, all other revealed 
doctrines, until one or other of these have culpably been 
excluded. Your argument frOlll the condition of infants, 
is altogether inappÏicable; because they are incapable 
of any actual faith, saxing or otherwise. 
l
 our 11lain strength is Ineant to lie in your represen- 
tation of Saving Faith, as "not trust in a dognut," but 
"trust in a Being." Py nlany of our readers, your 
meaning will not be ulJderstood: it is, however, in- 
tended, though not clearly expressed, to convey the ill- 
yentioll of Luther, that Saying J?fJÏth is not luere sub- 
luission to revealed speculative. dognlata, but entirely 
consists in confidence in the pron1Ïses of God, or in 
Christ, apprehended by faith; and this is, I prcsllll1e, 
,,"hat you nlean by "faith in a TIcing." Howeycr, you 
,vrite not yery clearly; and anlong the followers of 
Luther there is considerable variation. In proof. you 
refer to 8t. Paul's COlllll1elldation of the faith of ALra- 
hanl in Rom. iv. Your error consists in concluding 
that, because f.:'1ith. expre
siYe of confidence in the pro- 
n1Ïse of God, is cOlumended in some parts of the Scrip- 
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hue, therefore the essence of Saving Faith consists 
therein; and belief in pure revealed truths is not essen- 
tial. nut the faith of Abrahmn, whilst it relied upon 
God's prOlnise, was at the smne tinle an act of the 
'ltndetstanding, producing subn1Íssion to the revelation 
nlade to hiIn, "being fully peÎ
s'Ltaded;" and the COlll- 
nlendatioll of the ...\.postle affects the total act of Abra- 
ham's faith. The faith cOlnmended by St. Paul (Heb. 
xi.) includes pure dognlatic faith; and this the defini- 
tion of the Apostle expresses (lIeb. xi. 1.), '
:Faith is 
the slcbstance of things (all things) hoped for, the evi- 
dence of things not seen:" that is, a persuasion and 
conviction of the understanding, whereby it assents to 
revelations proposed to it, regarding objects of hope, 
although they are not seen or cOlnprehended. 
The ÏInportant defect on the part of Luther and 
YOluself is, that whereas your notion of fãÏth, on ac- 
count of its novelty, ought to conle before us backed 
by unquestionable evidence of Scripture, it is no such 
thing. On the contrary, in the text I adduced, 
"Preach the Gospel to every creature;......he that be- 
lievcth not shall be danlned" C
Iark, xvi. 16.), the 
111eaning of the terIn "Gospel,
' used without restric- 
tion, cannot fairly be confined within limits for which 
there is no authority in the context; and therefore, the 
"Gospel," or good tidings," includes all revealed or 
dogmatic faith. Hence, it is a very bold exercise of 
your juclgnleIlt, and proves how recklessly you deal with 
Scripture, to force it to your pre-concei'Ted notions, that 
you answer Ine by asserting our Saviour to Inean only 
"faith in Christ crucified, risen, ascended, glorified," 
because you find St. Paul, in 1 Cor. xv. 1., speaking of 
the Gospel which he preached, and then recapitulating 
SOllle of the principal lllysteries. But any proof that 
St. Paul proposed to explain and lin1Ït the words of our 
t::aviour, or nlCant so to lilllit his own gospel, is what 
you entirely overlook, in order to leap to your cOllclu- 
fiJn. Besides, those very mysteries are abstract saving 
dogma Ut. 
That 1110re than "faith in a Being," as explained 
above, is l'equisite for belief, and Saving Belief, follows 
Ú'om other parts of SClipture. " If thou shalt confess 
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,yith thy 1l10uth the Lord .JC'sus, and shalt helieve in 
thine heart that God hath 'J-aiscd him from the dead, thou 
shalt be saveJ.." Honl. x. D. IIere is nothing of belief 
in IHOlnises. In l\Iatt. xxviii. 20., the Apostles were 
sent to teach saving conduct, that is, the observance of 
all things "whatso
ver I have conlnlanded you," in- 
cluding, consequently, all the revelations He had pro- 
posed to the faith of His followers. The Apostles knew' 
,vhat is Saving Faith; yet in the Creed derived from 
their teaching, is proposed, equally with belief in God 
and in Jesus Christ, belief in the Iiol)'" Catholic Church 
(which inlplicitly contains belief in all its doctrines), 
" the cúnlnlunion of saints, &c." Aud so the Athana- 
sian Creed proposes the resurrection of the body, the 
general judgment, eternal re,vards and punislullents as 
dognlata of faith, under penalty of dauluation. All 
Christian antiquity was a stranger to your teaching. 
You que8tion the firgunlent I drew frOlll Tit. iii. 10., 
" ..A. nlan that is an heretic, after the fir3t and second 
adnlonition, reject;" asking me, "ho,v does that prove 
that such a 111an lllUst necessarily be damned?" Go 
on, sir, with the text: "K
nowing that such a one is 
subverted and sinneth, being condemned of himself." Is 
this no nlore tllan exclusion frolll Church fellowship? 
The good Smllaritan is proposed hy our Saviour, whether 
as a real history, or as a parable, to move us to brotherly 
love; but lIe authorizes not, thereby, your conclusion 
with reó"arcl to indifference about heresy, 11lore than the 
comlllendation of the unjrst steward approves of injus- 
tice. " That Smnaritan leper with an erroneous creed 
'\Tas acceptable to our nlPrciful Saviour;" but it was 
only after he had proclaimed belief in the dogma of IEs 
divinity, and renounced thereby 
)rnler errors. By as- 
serting that your observations UpOll those exanlples 
" are a full answer" to my quotation fr0111 Gal. v. 19. 
(where heresies of every kind, for no distinction is 
]nade, fire reckoned aIllongst idolatry, lllurc1ers, &c., so 
that "they who do such things shall not inherit the 
kingdOlll of God,") do you mean to inlply that, in your 
sy:;;tcln, such climes are conlpatihle with a state accept- 
able to God? If so-and your reasoning leads to that 
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inference, prayer for you is more to the purpose than 
discussion with you. 
That" the Apostles were emulous and envious," yet 
" already belieyers," is only proving our doctrine, that 
faith is conlpatible with evil conduct. That their faith" 
howe,.er, was in Christ's person, to the exclusion "of 
the doctIines revealed concerning Him," (though tllese 
,,{ere not all as yet clearly understood, and some rebuke 
was deserved,) is a groundless inference, which I deny; 
and which the sacred writings in many places dispr01?e. 
" Lord, to whom shall we go ? ,. exclain1ed St. Peter in 
John, vi. 68., "Thou hast the words of ete'l"nal life:" 
and all, therefore, are equally objects of required belief. 
If their faith was at times weak, it was not less so in 
His person than in His teaching. I hope no insinua- 
tion is lllcant, calun1niously, to be throw11 out, that our 
belief in all that Jesus taught, is a preference of His 
doctrines to Hilnself. 
You are pleased to congratulate yourself that" thus 
is your (nlY) confession of Saving Faith, with its sub- 
sequent and g'tadual reception of all revealed tru th, 
abundantly confuted." It surprises nle, accustomed to 
closer logic, how 
you can venture upon sub
cribing 
your nmne and character to .such a conclusion, which 
is a l11ere begging the question. Your confutation con- 
sists in bold assertion
, speculations of private judg- 
luent on misapplied Scripture texts, certain Inisrepre- 
sentations, arising, perhaps, fronl ignorance, and too 
111\1('h of mere declaIllation, such as ought not to enter 
at all into our controversy, and which, I imagined, was 
to be excluded fronl it, by 111utual agreernent. 


II. X ECESSITY OF 11.. TEACHIXG I
F ALLIBLE AUTHORITY. 
The reader bears in nlincl, I trust, the nlany and 
striking evidences which I adduced in my fornler ietter, 
demonstrating the absolute necessity of some teaching 
Infallible Authority, to preserve the followers of a 1110St 
loving and all-wise Saviour from the dreadful conse- 
quences of culpably failing to acquire that true faith, 
which can be but One, in all His nH=rciful revelations 
-and to secure the blessings showered upon the Dlem- 
bers of the One true Church:-" Preach the Gospel to 
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every creature;......he that believeth not shall be 
dalllned." An illustration of the insufficiency of pri- 
vate judgnlent for detennining the llleaning of Scrip- 
ture, with that security from error which is necessary 
to divine faith, is offered by the present controversy. 
Yon, sir, mag feel so. persuaded that your interpreta- 
is right, n1Ïne erroneous, as to conclude that you cannot 
be Inistaken; though this is Ï1nposÚble without grievoua 
presumption, if, as was your duty, you ha,-e read the 
})rofound counter-interpretations of learned Catholics, 
in the volulnes which the subject has called forth; 
,dlilst on my part, guided by the teachings of the 
Catholic Church, there is not the slightest misgiving 
that you are under a lanlentable delusion. But, ho,v 
is the 11lultitude of unl(Jarned persons to come to the 
security of faith, on such fundanlental, yet controverted, 
Inatters? The natural result nlust be infidelity, with- 
out stay or IÏ111its, if there be consistency. To return: 
not one of Iny argunlents on the above head do you 
Inake the sillallest a ttelnpt to refute; therefore I mn 
entitled to hold it fully proved, that a teaching Infal- 
lible Authority is necessary to secure Divine faith. 
In conunenting upon nlY second proposition, you 
acknowledge, and I thank you for it, that Divine faith 
is incOlnpatible with the least doubt. But you express 
yourself too loosely when you say, "
Ian cannot teach 
it (faith) to his fellow-nlan." Yon Inean, I presnlne, 
that man cannot conlmunicate the actual grace of true 
helief; for "faith cOllleth by hearing," (HOlll. x. 17,) 
and therefore Christ enjojncd his disciples to "teach all 
nations." 
You cordially and gladly assent to another of TIIY 
propositions, and I rejoice to record it, that private 
judgillent upon the nleaning of Scripture is insufficient 
to secure against erroneous interpretation. 
But then you add: "The Honlan Catholic Church, 
in her collective capacity, has given no authorised in- 
terpretation of Scripture." Penllit nle to infonn you 
that the Catholic Church, the only consistent guide in 
controversy, does that which is equivalent. Acting 
under a Divine conlmi
sion, she has declared the true 
lueaning of Divine revelation, against all here5ies ,yhich 
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ever threatened her unity; and, where the Spirit of 
God hath not nmnifestly spoken, in the written or un- 
written word, she has exercised with prudence, in 
other ways, the authority divinely entrusted to her, for 
the security and peace of her children. 
Against the necessity of a teaching Infallible AUt110- 
rity, the only objections you raise are fr0111 a few 
Scripture passages, to the effect that God is the 'l.tltÍJnate 
teacltel", whereby true faith is produced in the soul, 
(which we who IUllnbly depend fur all graces upon 
Him, fr0111 our hearts profess and believe,) and the n1Ìs- 
application of a solitary quotation fr0111 St. John's First 
Epistle, guarding the Christians ,yhOlll he addressed 
against the seductions of the surrounding Pagans, in 
terms such as nlight be addressed by the Pastoral 
I
ett('r of a Catholic Bishop to members of his flock, 
dwelling in the Inidst of Anglicans and Dissenters: 
H The anointing which ye l1ave received of Hin1 
abideth in you, and ye need not that any man instruct 
you:" the grace uf God, and the teaching, not of lnere 
Inen, but of the Church of Christ, are anlply sufficient. 
Yet it is by isolated and inconclusive texts like this, 
that our opponents flatter thell1Selves they can overturn 
the evidences of Ca tholici ty. 
One sophistry renlains, and I shall have done with 
the present heading. 'Yhilst we set forth, by unan- 
swerable argulllents, the Infallibility of the Catholic 
Church, no one ever pretended to claim inlpeccability, 
nor even sanctity, as necessary for its visible head, or 
any of its members individually. And yet you, sir, 
think you 111ake a great point against us by appealing 
to the inunoralities of a very few POpC:'1. in certain past 
tin1es. Kow, lIe who promised that Ilis Spirit should 
abide with lIis disciples, and therefore with their suc- 
cessors. for e're1", to guide thern into all t'i'Utll, (John, xiv. 
16, and xvi. 13,) hath declared, "it 1lIUSt be that offen- 
ces con1e," (::\Iatt. xviii. 7,) and" broad is the way that 
leadeth to destruction, and nlany there be which go in 
thereat." C
Iatt. vii. 13.) But can you explain, re- 
verend sir, that wonderful phen01uenoll, that amidst 
o 
nluch personal corruption, neither Pope, nor Conncll of 
Catholic Bishops ever sanctioned, b!J fOJ'mal teaching, 
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the iniquities of their conduct, nor any error in doc- 
trine or morals? I should like an opportunity of 
receiving your answer, and renlalking upon it. l\Iore- 
over, in the n1Îdst of such afflicting iInmorality, there 
never L'1iled to exist in the Catholic Church, nlany 
splendid exanlples or the nlost heroic and sublÏ1ne vir- 
tue. l\Ieanwhile, you need not have heightened the 
horrors of the picture by Earonius, by a serious mis- 
Tepresentation in your COlnments thereon, that "nlen 
,yele thrust into the Ronlan See 'lcitllOut the ancient 
100'ms of ordinat-ion," for which you have no authoIity 
whatsoe,rer. K or have you Wllrrant for your assertion 
-confidently as here and in other places you calculate 
on your bare word being credited, that the Church 
"was filled with false teaching." The Church has 
al ways been prompt in taking active DlC:lSUreS for 
reformation of morals; but her faith is ever one and 
the smne. 


III. IXF 
\LLIBILITY OF THE JEWISH CHL"p.cn. 
I feel anxious to relieve the paro:xysIll of pious hor- 
ror by which you were ovenvhehned, on l'eading that 
part of IllY reply, which relates to the Jewish tribunal 
for determining differences on the nleaning of the law. 
"I never read the argumcnt," you tell Ille, "fronl the 
pen of Romish ecclesiastics," (1 aIll sorry it drives you 
ii'mll pron1Ïsed politeness to abusive appellations,) 
" without a shudder. Forgive l11Y saying, I trenlble 
while I read your words.. ...1 find it very difficult to 
restrain 111Y language within the bounds of that nlO- 
dcra tion which is due to the courtesies of life. Its 
consequences are so fearfully blasphelllous." 
Iay be, 
the application of a little cahn reflection, with c,rer so 
little apprehension of being Inisled by prejudice, will nt 
once restore you. First, therefore, "
eigh the very ex- 
plicit language of our Saviour, C
Iatt. xxiii. 2, 3); 
"The Scribcs and Pharisees sit in )Ioses' seat: all, 
tlwl.cfOi"e, whatsoever they bid ymt ObSel"'Ce, that obser'l;e 
and do ;" and consider ,vhether :your holy indignation 
be not directed against lIim, quite as deseryedly as 
against nle. For I gave utterance to nothing beyond 
,vhat lIe asserts; yet, vcry 8urpIisingly, you pass by 
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IllY citatiùn of His words. Xext, when con1n1on sense 
begins to see its way through the clouds of prejudice 
and hostility, reason with yourself thus: "Is it clear 
fron1 Scriptnre,-is there even the slightest ground for 
the presumption, that the Scribes and Pharisees who 
came to J esu
, in )latt. xv. 1, represented the Great 
Council, in which alone. according to Ron1Ïsh ecclesias- 
tics, teaching infallibility resided, or, for Iny repeated 
statenwnt, that their errors had received its solen1n 
sanction? Is it not very likely, nay certain, so flu as 
no Scripture authority to the contrary goes, that tlle!! 
,,-pre lnere]y certain '
cribes and Pharisees,' who par- 
ticipated in errors that had grown up among
t the 
people, and fron1 which an appeal to those who 
at in 
l\loses' seat would have delivered the111; as, truthfully 
interpreting the prophets, these informed Herod and 
the wise nwn, where ,\Tas born their infant Saviour? A 
way of reconciling Scripture, and avoiding blasphemy, 
is now become apparent: my impetuosity and n1Ïsrep- 
resentations I regret, and in future I propose to sho,v 
less passion, and more civility, towards Romish eccle- 
siasticf;. " 
But, again, yonr "h('a1't recoils and mind shudders 
at hearing a Romislt eccle
iastic pronounce a tribunal 
infullible. which decided tl1a t Jesus was not the ::\1 es- 
siah." True; there is, in this case, a decision of that 
tribunal, of which Christ had pronounced, "An what-. 
soever they bid you obsenTe, that observe and do." 
But, (;Iycn here, cahn yourEelf. If
 as was your duty to 
your Rom'ish opponell t, and to RO'inish eccle
iastics, rou 
l1ad taken the pains to acquaint yourself with their sen.. 
tinl(
nts a3 they lay before you, there need not lun
e 
been any recoil of heart, or shuddering of mind. In 
very express tern1S, as appears to nle, I sought to guard 
you against the dclusions of your well-known preju- 
dices, by writing: "EYen in the Old Law......provi- 
sion was divinely made to secure the knowledge of 
duties and belief, tln'ou.1lwut fl,e long peJ'iod destined fm' 
the continuance of the Law 
f .JJoses." That law was to 
cease after the conling of Christ, as t11e prophets fore- 
told; and their yoice, I stated, following the sentinlents 
of all Rom.ish ecclesiastics, was an extra01'dinæry t-ribu.- 
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nal, correcting and superseding, should necessity so re- 
quire, the ordinary one. The weeks assigned by the 
angel ,vere come, ,vhen God" should cause the sacri- 
fice and oblation to cease." (Dan. ix. 27.) "The Law 
and the Prophets were until .John." (Luke, xvi. 1 G.) 
The Infallibility of the Jewish Church thereupon tern1Ï- 
nated, and was transferred to the Christian Dispensa- 
tion. This explanation, reverend sir, which ordinary 
attention on your part ought to have Inade unneces- 
sary, ,viII, I hope, not only cahn your nerves for the 
present, but caution you in future against "a zeal of 
God, but not according to knowledge." (Rom. x. 2.) 
Remarking, further, that you have deenled it pru- 
dent not to controvert directly anyone of my Scrip- 
ture argunlents, in support of a speaking and infallible 
tribunal in the Old I.J3,w, for deciding controversie
, 
,vhereon the reader will fonn his own juùglnent, I pass 
to your objections against- 


IV. THE lXFALLIBILITY OP THE CATIIOLro CHURCH. 
Ilaving altogether passed o\rer the argulnents, by 
,d1Ïch I established the necessity of an Infallible Teach- 
ing Authority in the Church of Christ, you controvert 
IllY proofs of its actual e:5tablislllnent, f1'0111 the 
 ew 
Testament. 
1. You contend that the words of Christ, C:
Iatt. xviii. 
17.) "If he neglect to hear the Church, let hin1 be unto 
thee as a heathen n1an and a puhlican," "have nothing 
,dlatever to do with dogrratic teaching, but are silnply 
the regulation of personal conduct an10ngst the l1lcn1bers 
of a congregation." Pardon n1e, reverend sir, if: in the 
exercise of 111Y judginent, to which I have equal right 
with yourself: I refuse to adn1Ït Y9ur limitation of the 
words of our Redeelner. To IllY ll1Ílld, He seeins to 
have taken occasion, whilst providing f01 the good fel- 
lowship of his disciples, to SHIn up by a general princi- 
ple, applicable to differences of any kind that n1Ígh t 
arise amongst thenl. .L\..nù I see this yiew confirmed in 
the following verse, where, in tenus ulllin1Ïted by any- 
thing lC3s than the esscntial condition of lninisterial 
functions, lIe says, " Verily I say un to you, H7wtsoerej" 
'!Ie ::;hall bind on earth shall be bound in heaven: and 
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whatsom'c,). ye shall loose on earth shall be loosed in 
heaven." 
2. )Iatt. xyi. 18. The prOlnise of Christ, "Upon this 
rock I will build nlY Church; and the gates of hell 
shall not preyail against it," you explain as nleaning 
"the gates of the region of the dead shall not prey ail 
against it;" and you allege that '
in no pa

age of bcrip- 
ture is the worù, rendered 'Hell,' applied to the abode 
of the devil." It will not, I hope, be thought pre- 
sunlptuous in me to que
tion your positive as
ertlOn, 
although you add, "I haye exan1Ïned every passage of 
Scripture where the word occurs;" and to refer you to 
Luke, x. 15., where the contrast with heaxen, suggests 
that the word in question be considered the Deepest 
I-Iell. At all events, " the abode of the devil" appears 
to be the only correct nleaning of the same word, as 
used in Luke, xvi. 24.; for it was not "in the region 
of the dead," as distillct fr0111 the Hell of the Dmnned, 
that the rich man was tm'mented in flame. Not only a 
host of primitive writers, with Calvin, in his Harnlony 
of the Gospels, adopt this nleaning, but also modern 
conlmentators of the n10st profound philological know- 
ledge. Rosennlüller, in his Scholia on the text, para- 
phrases the words of Christ as denoting, by the gates of 
!tell, "the powers of Tartarus, the consultations and 
nlachinations of devils." Tl1e word rendered" lIeU," 
he represents as "Orcus, Tartarus, the whole republic of 
the infernal regions,-tota lunbrarum respublica." 
· You add, in confirnlation of your interpretation, that 
our Sayiour "was speaking of His own approàching 
death, burial, and resurrection." You really, reverend 
sir, reckon too nluch on the unquestioning confidence of 
your readers, when you write so heedlessly. It does 
not appear that our Saviour was then speaking on any 
such topics: but the Scripture says: ., Fl'oln that time 
forth bcgan Jesus to 8how unto His disciples, how that 
he..... .nlust suffer, &c." 
3. 
latt. xxviii. 19, 20. You deny that a conlmis- 
sion to teach, confers InfaEibility, because you take 
credit for having proved the teaching tribunal of the 
Jews to have been fallible; and I think I anl not too 
Lold in asserting that you have proved no such thing. 
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You aad a text from Ezekiel, xxxiv. 18, 1 Ü, which is 
even less to the purpose than those you preyiously 
all('ged. I t shows how you ever confound two essen- 
tially different ideas, which In Iny fanner letter I re- 
cOlll111endcJ you to keep very di
tinct-Personal IIU- 
peccahility and InfalIibility of a Tcaching Tribunal. 
Christ'8 pr01nisc of a perpetual presence, you deny to 
cOllfer Infallibility, by quoting texts as little as possi- 
LIe to the purpose. Can you seriously con1pare the 
dwelling of GoJ between the CherubinI in the TC111ple, 
and mnongst 11is pcople after their rcturn from capti- 
vity, as conferring just as l11uch security fr0111 error in 
their tcaching8, as did those solenln parting words of 
the Divine Founder of Cìlristianity to lIis chosen 
Apostles: ".AIl power is given to HIe in heaven and in 
earth. Go ye, therefore, and teach all nations.. .and 10, 
I am 'With you always, e'l:en 
tnto the end of the wm'Zd ?" 
Surely such attelllpts to refute 111Y evidences nlust tell 
upon sincere inquirers. 
Your answ'ers to John, xiv. 1 G, are as little in point. 
1Yho, not at a total loss for argulnent, would cOlnpare 
the effects of the Spirit of God, dwelling in Christians, 
only so long as they are faithful to JIÏ1n, and preserving 
thcn1 in grace, with that prolnise n1ade so Ï1npressively 
to the Apostles by our Hedcelner, on the very eve of 
lEs passion, that the SpÜ
it of T'ì"'ll,th should abide ,yith 
then1 for ever, and gltide them into all truth, ( John, xvi. 
13.) Sonle of your texts, rigidly enforccd, are destruc- 
tive of the necessity of any Christian n1Înistry; yet are 
'luite cOlnpatible with an infallible authority, divinely 
cOll1missioned, whereby Inen 111ay be said to be truly, 
but n1ediately, "all taught of God." 
You a ttenIpt to explain away 1 Tim. iii. 15. by 
parallel expressions, not one of which, exmnined with 
the least attention, will be found to bear any resem- 
blance to it, either in it3 object, or in' the terms em- 
ployed. The first passage, Pror. ix. 1, 2., conCerns 0. 

l
1Jstical house; the second, from J cr. vii. 4. 11. 14. 28. 
30., regards a rnatel'ial tenIple; neither does tbe lan- 
guage of Scripture imply, nor the interpretation of 
11Icn ever deduce therefrom, a notion of infallibility 
from error. How ,vidcly differcnt the ,yords' of St. 
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Paul, (1 Tiln. iii. 14-15.,) "These things I write unto 
thee...... that thou mayest know how thou ough test to 
belunre thysdfin the house of God, which is the Church 
of the living God, the pillar and ground of the truth." 
Christian antiquity, and all subsequent times, beheld in 
these words a description, not of a mystical house, or 
one lllaterial telnple, but of the Catholic Church of 
Christ. St. Aug. de Unit. Eccl. c. 24.; St. J eronle in 
c. 2., Aggæi; bt. Cyril, Catech. xviii. Protestant conl- 
lllentators, Beausobre, )Iacknight, &c., have assigned to 
thelll the sanle meaning. The Hel vetic Confession has 
adopted it in its 17th article; and, vain as yours, have 
been the attempts of some Protestants to force the con- 
cluding member of the text, out of its only natural and 
most forcible meaning; especially supported as it is by 
so nlany other evidences. How can. truth anywhere 
subsist, if its pillar and ground be not inlmoveable? 
You term my last reference, to Eph. iv. 11. 15., "a 
passage which is decisive against Papal supremacy." It 
will be instructive to watch how solidly you establish 
an assertion, which costs you so little. 
(1.) By a most extraordinary misconception and mis- 
representation of my argulllent. I contended, fron1 the 
passage in question, that the teaching authority in the 
Catholic Church is infallible, because pastors and 
teachers having been appointed to maintain unity of 
faith anlongst the children of the Church, the object 
proposed by our Lord would be ineffectual, if their 
teaching could be suspected of error. .And you Irefute 
7ne by showing, not that truth and unity of doctrine 
have ever been shaken in the Catholic Church, but 
that evil living has disgraced its holiness, as tares spring 
up in wheat, according to Christ's prediction! Pray 
how does this affect the infallible teaching of the Catho- 
lic Church, more than the scandals of Judas, and of the 
Gnostics, disproved the infallible teaching of Christ and 
the Apostles? 
(2.) You allege that" a11 Romish argulllent confounds 
authority,vith Infallibility." Begging your pardon for 
the contradiction, it does no such thing. ,"Ye never 
claimed infallibility for parental authority; nor do we 
acknowledge any p3.rity whatsoever in your cOlnp:1rison 
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therefrOl11; because God nowhere assigned infallibility 
to parents, nor is such necessary in order to verify tIis 
pron1Ïses. To IIis Church, promises "rere TIlade that 
He ,vould "abide with her for ever," that His Spirit 
should" relnain with her for ever, guiding her into all 
trnth," that" she should be built upon a rock, against 
,\'!1Ïch the gates of hell should never prevail;" and His 
Spirit declares that "she is the pillar and ground of 
the truth." 
(3.) You urge that it is an error of the Church of 
Rome to clainl for herself alone Infhllibility, "lilllÍting 
to a part that which is attributed to the whole." I 
demonstrated in l11Y fOrIner letter, that Infàllibility 
luust reside in some Church; and Irenlarked that the 
Church of ROllle, lueaning thereby (for I cannot guard 
too cautiously against' your extraordinary tendency to 
Inisconception,) the Catholic Church, of which ROlne is 
the centre, has ever unhesitatingly clailned infallibility 
on strongest evidence, and that all othe1 denon1Ïnations 
have, as the principle of their existence, disclainled it: 
therefore the error is in your logic only. 
( 4.) Your last objection is against the prinlacy of St. 
Peter and his successors, and consists of a mere asser- 
tion. This, nlOreover, is a new topic upon 'which I can- 
not, for ,vant of space, venture. 
I observed, further back, that you had not made the 
smallest atten1pt to refute nlyargunlents, in support of 
the necessit.1J of an Infallible Teaching Authority in the 
Church of Christ. Surely, there is neither answer nor 
refutation in the assertion, with which you conclude the 
review of Iny evidences, that becalise "there ,vas no 
necessity of an Infallible Church from Noah to Christ, 
therefore there is none now." Passing by what I have 
proved to have been the state of the Law of 1\108es, it 
"rould be an answer more than sufficient, that our Divine 
Lawgiver chose to confer 'upon His Cln/;rcl
 a special pri- 
vilege. 
That I did not indulge you in an absurdity, by sepa- 
rating, at your bidding, the Infallibility of the Church 
of ROllle frOl11 that of the Church of Christ, and apply 
nlyselfto prove the fonner without treating of the latter, 
may, not ,vithout reason, be a disappointnlellt to you. 
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But, sir, to oblige you by forcibly separating identical 
truths, is son1e,v1uÜ n10re than JOu had any right to 
ask 
Jr; far l1101'C than you should have thought to pre- 
scribe. 


yo. ST. JEllO)IE ox THE ApOCRYPII.\. 
. 1. Your lllain assertion was, that" in tIle days of St. 

T er01ue, the Catholic Church, including the Church of 
Ronle, declæj'ed the .i\.. pocryphal Books not to be inspÜ'ed." 
This I denied; and you do not even pretend tu nlain- 
tain it; for you cannot think that the iàct of the carly 
Church "not applying the .i\..pocryphal Books to the 
establishnlent of any doctrine," (inaslnuch as theÍI 
clainl to canonicity had not then been solelunly defined,) 
,,'as in any way equivalent to a positive declaration that 
they were not inspi'ì'ed. 
2. There wa3 not, at the time of St. Jerome, any 
definition by the Church. as to what books constituted 
the canon of Scripture, although the Apocryphal Books 
were currently quoted as inspired, and inserted in 
private canons. Therefore, when St. Jerome spoke of 
the canon, he could mean no other than that received 
from the Jews, or son1e private canon. Certainly, the 
"ShcplJCrd" of Hernlas was never admitted into the 
canon, by the Catholic Church. 1\Ioreoyer, a proof that 
St. J crOlne meant no other than the Jewish, as distinct 
fron1 the Christian Canon, is apparent from tIle fact, 
that he includes not, in his sUßlnlary of the Canonical 
Books, a single Book of the Kew Testmnent. lIcnce 
St. JerOlne's addition to the Apocryphal Books, of the 
"Shepherd of l-Iern1as, " and then saying of the whole, 
they " are not in the Canon," is the weakest possible 
proof that he was 
peaking of a Canon 
r.:hich 'lcas then 
not Im-med, or that he meant to deny their in
piration; 
especially seeing that he elsewhere quoted "\Visdon1 and 
1\Iaccabees as inspired, and classes Judith with the 
sacred writings. You obserye, indeed, that he refers 
not to then1 as Canonical Scriptures. I-Ie could not ùo 
that; for, as I have said, the _'\ pocryphal Books, though 
currently quoted as inspired, were not yet added, by 
any fOrInal decision of the Church, to the Scriptura 
8 
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Canon. It ,,,-ill now be for others to judge, whether 
" lilY replies are contrary to fact," or your assertion
. 
3. You affin11, that our blessed Saviour, who, I Blust 
renlark, hecause he sanctioned the Books in the Jewish 
Canon, by quoting fr01n theIn, did not thereby insi- 
nuate the non-inspiration of the .A.pocrYl)ha, (for natu- 
rally lIe would quote from those only which being in 
llebrew, the J mys could understand, whereas the 
.Apocrypha "rere l11os11y in Greek;) you affirn1, that 
"lIe r
buked the Jewish Church for adding Church 
authority to the inspired 'V ord of God." 'Vhat you 
as.sert without proof I beg to deny, referring to n1Y 
replies on the Infallibility of the Jewish Church. You 
add: "IIad they cut R\yay, or refused to receive into 
their Canon, whole YOhUl1eS of inspired Books, how 
severely would he have rebuked theIn." That depends 
entirely upon circul11stances of which you kllO'V 
nothing-by wh01n the Canon was drawn up-at what 
date-whether the O1nission of the Apocrypha frOln the 
Canon affected, in any serious 1nanner, the belief and 
practice of the people. Now, there is good reason for 
stating, that though, for causes sin1Ïlar to those which 
delayed the fornlation of the Christian Canon, no forulal 
additions by SupreIne authority were nlade to the 
original Canon Gf the Jews, yet the .À pocryphal Books 
'vere read studiously by those ,vho understood the lan- 
guage in which they were written, as Origen and St. 
Jeronle testify, under a persuasion that their authors 
'were men aided by divjne wisdOll1; and that the Books 
'were valuable for enforcing the observance of the law, 
and Inaintaining piety. 
4. False assertions cost very little to sonle persons, 
and they luay tell favourably upon SOll1e of your 
readers. You assert, that for 1500 years, the Catholic 
Church knew not whether the Books, you term 
\..po. 
crypha, ,vere inspired or not. Are you ignorant, then, 
that Catholic faith is 1nade nlanifest by the general 
acceptance of doctrines held by the di3persed Church 
and its IIead, equally as by the decree of a General 
Council? Are you ignorant that the Council of Hippo, 
A. D. 393, fornled by the Bishops of all Africa, in its 
thirty-sixth canon, and the third Council of Carthage, 
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.A. D. 3D7. in its forty-seventh Canon, had published the 
Canon of Scriptures, such as we receive it; and that its 
acceptance by the dispersed Church, would have lllade 
unnecessary the decree of a General Council, had not 
the denial of Luther lnade desirable a fonnal doglna- 
tical definition thereon, in order to exclude all roonl for 
hesit:ttion? To on1Ït other early evidence, in the Per- 
l)étuité de la Foi (t0111. Y. 1. vii. c. 7".) are unquestionable 
testilnonies that the N estorians and the Eutychians, 
who quitted the Catholic Church before the n1Ïddle of 
the fifth century, hold precisely the sanle Canon-a 
proof that it n1ust have been the recognized Canon, 
before they lapsl:d into heresy; for they surely would 
not have borrowed it, at any subsequent period, fron1 
the Church they ever so vehemently opposed. 
You write, as if your word were truth, that at the 
Session of the Councìl of Trent, wherein the Canon of 
8cripture was defined, there were present only forty- 
three individuals, "n
nuely, the Pope's Legates, two 
Archbishops, two titular Archbishops, twenty-eight 
Bishops, three _\.bbots, and four Generals of OrdeI's." 
'Vhereupon you cannot contain your disgust, that such 
a handful of lllen should presume to make so inlportant 
a definition. Really, sir, I anI growing weary of con- 
troversy with so reckless an antagonist-to whonl truth 
appears no dearer than is the courtesy incumbent on a 
nlÌnister of religion, clain1Ïng to be a sclwlal" and a gen- 
tleman ;-whilst affectation of religious sentÏInent super- 
abounds. But even your own Paolo SaTpi convicts you 
of mis
statelllent the n10st gloss. lIe puts down the 
numbers, as five Cardinals and forty-eight TIishops-in 
all fifty-three! (L. ii. n. 57
) The facts ate, that there 
were present forty Bishops, selected and deputed to 
represent the Churches of Italy, Sicily, Sardinia, 
France, and Spain, with others from Dalmatia, Greece, 
Switzerland and Scotland, also three Cardinal legates, 
two other Cardinals, eight Archbisltop8, thIee Abbots, 
five Generals of Orders-aU men of distinguished 
learning and abilities, as appears even fron1 the narra- 
tion of that unfai thfnl historian, Paolo Sarpi. There 
assisted also forty of the most eminent theologialls that 
the Catholic world could select, skilled in scriptural 
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learning, as the \V'orks of lnany of them prove, and dis- 
tinguished by their virtue. In all there ,vere present, 
not fort!J-th?cc, but one-huncb-cd and-one! (Pallayicini, 1. 
vi. c. 17.) From 'Gennany, bishops could not then be 
present, on account of engagements at the Conference 
of Ratisbon and tllC Diet: but they corresponded with 
the actual men1bers at that Session, leceived their 
decrees with acchunation at the Council's close, and so 
ùid all the Churches of the Catholic world. Go no\\'", 
sir, and continue your insulting sarcasms, if you can 
finc1 adn1Írers to credit thC1n. 
St. J erOlne could not class the A.pocrypha alnongst 
Canonical Scriptures; for there existed no "authorised 
Canon of the Catholic Church," eI
ewhere than in YO'll'j" 
assertion! but it is a n1isrepresentation to state that 
he only" refers them to sacred ,vritings," if you mean 
that he did not hold their Inspiration. 
Lastly, you pledge yourself to the Thirty-nine 
Articles; and the Thirty-fifth Article approves of the 
1IOll1ilies. N O\V these IIOluilies achnit, in several 
places, the inspiration of the Apocrypha; arnongst 
others, in the IIOlnily of Aln1sdoing, wherein the Holy 
Ghost is decla?-ed to have spoken in the Book of Tobit, to 
the effect that "Ahns make an atonen1ent for sin," 
also by the author of Ecclesiasticus. 


''''1. THE CLE
IEXTIXE LITt:'11GY. 
You deny that this liturgy contains anything expres- 
sive of inyocation and wloration. In proof, you quote 
the first sentence whi(.h follows the invitation of the 
bishop: '
1101y things for the holy." .And Wf,S 
there no continuation of that prayer? 'Yhy then, 
if it bore upon 111Y position, did you stop short? I 
begin to know you, reverend sir, and so ,,,ill others. 
Allow me to continue the prayer: "Glory to God in 
the Highest, and on earth peace, good will mnong n1en. 
Hosannal
 to the Son of Da
'-icl: Blessed is He that 
cmnetlt in the nanw of the L01'd, God the Lm-d, and He 
l
atl
 oppporecl unto U.Y: Hosannah in the Highest." Con- 
nect this ardent canticle with what immediately follows: 
"...'\l1d let the bishop give the oblation, saying: 'THE 
BODY OF CIJIlIST;' and let hilll that receiveth say, 
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, ....\nlen.' But let the deacon take the chalice, antI 
when he gives it, say: 'THE BLOOD OF CnnIST, THE 
CHALICE OF LIFE;' v.nd let hin1 that drinkcth say, 
, ...::\.l11en.' " ".A.nd thou sayest, 'Amen,'" St. Ambro::;c 
observes to the new conl111unicants of the altar, "that 
is, it is true. 'Yhat the l110uth speaketh, let the 
inward lllind confe
s." (T. ii. De l\Iyst. c. 9.) Now, 
sir, I leave your denial to the judgment of the reader, 
both as regards invocation and the real pre:::ence. 
Earlier, in Cll. xii. the Bi
hop prays; ""\V e beseech 
Thee that Thou wilt graciously look down upon these 
gifts that are set before Thee, and wilt send down thy 
IIoly Spirit Lro
 THIS SACllIFICE, the witness of the 
sufferings of the I/oI'd Jesus, that He ma.lJ nwke this 
bJ'cad the BO(
IJ of tlty Christ, this chalice tlw Blood of t!t.lf 
Cla.ist, that all who are partakers thereof may obta'in 
rcnâssion of sins." 11 ere, too, sir, is something that 
looks very like Trvnsubstantiation in a liturgy which 
you a3cribe to earliest times, and, to my judglnent, very 
like a sin-offering also. Our rite has nothing nlore 
expressive of a sin-offering. 
If you arrogate to yourself to dictat\.
 how we ought, 
according to our faith to worship God, so that believing 
Christ to be sacrmncntally on our altars, we 111ay not 
address our prayera to God the Father, it is useless for 
lue to reason with you. But, if I remen1ber rightly, 
our Blesseù Saviour, though visibly present to His dis- 
ciples, taught thCll1 to pray to lEs Father. (::\latt. vi.) 
As regards your clailll to press the rites of Jewish 
sacrifices upon the Sacrifice of our altars, I consider 
Inyself a sOluewhat better authority than you in speak- 
ing to what is vur doctrine; and, iu COUllllon with all 
Catholic theologians, nor disagreeing with Bi
hop 
Gillis, I deny your right to apply thereto your analo-. 
gies. Our Sa,riour's Sacrifice on the Cross was a fulfil- 
l11el1t in all respects of the ancient sacrifices, and is the 
only sin-offering, in the 111eaning that thereby alone 
3otonen1cnt and ranSOlll were offered and paid, for the 
sins of the world, for ever. No such atonement, there- 
fore, and ransom, is the object of our altar sacrifice; 
nor is it consequently, in your sense, a sin-offering; 
but, in this meaning only is it a sin-offering, (as was 
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that, the rites whereof are handed down in the Clelnen- 
tine J
itnrgr,) inasn111ch as it applies to our souls, the 
satisfaction of the one oblation on the Cross. which is 
al
o applied by faith, and by prayer, but luuch Inore 
efficiently, by the unbloody 
acrifice of the Christian 
di5pensation. ..c.\..Y your long scriptural argUl11Cnt is a 
proof of what I f:luspectecl frm)} the beginning, your 
great ignorance of our belief. :E\uther than this short 
explanation, enough for those ,,-ho wish to learn, I need 
not proceed. on a topic which is extraneous to our con- 
troversy. You appear too anxious to force one to ride 
off with you, far away fro111 the one subject we ought to 
treat of. 
You censure 111e for " not responding to Jour call for 
a defence of the llomish doctrine of prayer to the deaù. r , 
Eyery paragraph you write pro1'es the Ì1nportance ofn1is- 
trusting your assertions. You did not, then, "call for ::1 
defenee of prayer to the dead," or I woulJ. have repliea 
that it was 110t the subject of our controyersy, and that I 
.was showing you excessiye courtesy in not insisting upon 
Y0ur confining yourself to six objections against the one 
question directly at issue, accor,lÏng to our agreenlent. 
13ut I fairly 111et yon at all tlie points you raised; and 
ns you were arguing frOlll the Clmnentine Liturgy, lny 
nn
wer was confined to it. ,rith that ans\Ycr, 110t a::J 
a defence of Prayer to the Saints in lIerrvcn, but as a 

ufficient solution to your difficulty, I anI qnite satisfied. 
IIad I gone beyond it, JOu would have n10re reason 
for dissatisfaction than you ]1ad when yon complained, 
that, having to prove t11e Infa]libiJity of the Church of 
TIOlne, I proved first th0 Inf."lllibility of the Christian 
Church-the former being identical with the latter. 
'Yith prayers to the saints, therefore, I have nothing 
to do; and in pressing the EU hject upon n1e, in your 
reply, you are straying frOl11 the question. If you ,,"'ere 
seeking with sincerity for prÏ111itive e1'idence in favolu' 
of that point of our doctrine, I would direct you to the 
belief held thereon by the Nestorians and Elltychians, 
which expresses itself in language quite as fervid as any 
used by Catholics. Then, I would invite you to reflect, 
1yhether it call be iU1aginec1 that heretics, who ha,-e ever 
been lnost hostile to us, ,,"'olllcl have borroweù from us 
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11 point of faith, had it been introduced by us subse- 
quently to the date of their separation, about tOo yeJrs 
after our Saviour's ..Ascension. IIad they, or their 
fathers, the slightest suspicion that it descended fronl 
other than Apostolic teaching, they never wOlùd have 
adopted any novel doctrine of that Church which, as all 
heretics do, they abhorred. I could illustrate this, by 
a;;:king whether Protestants, even the n10st liberal, would 
receive fronl us any 111atter of belief which they kne'w 
to be invcnted since the Reforn1ation, or suspected to 
have been invented by us at any foregoing period. You 
1l1uSt, if sincere, answer that the supposition would be 
too absurd for a reasonable nlan to entertain. There- 
upon, I would rClnind you that those heretics are living 
'YÌtnesses, coeval, as it were, with the most glorious 
days of the Church; telling us, heyond dispute about 
,\"orcls, of the belief of the Basils, the Gregorys, the 
Crrils, the Cyprians, the Polycarp
, the Apostolic dis. 
ciples; and, I would add, that this nlost palpable argn- 
lllent applies to all points raised against us by Protes- 
tants, save the necessity of subln:ssion to the authority 
of the Honulll Catholic Church, which of course, those 
heretics, like all others, threw off. As for any objec- 
tion you n1Ïght allege fr0111 Layard, I would refer you, 
for proof of his ignorance in such llmtters, to an article 
in the "Dublin TIeview/' of July, 1830, also to evi- 
dences in " Le Brun on the Liturgies," and to the fifth 
yohune of the ,. Perpétuité de la Foi "-with certain 
additions thereto by .Kicole, in the third YOhUlle of the 
edition by A.bbé 
Iigne. But I would caution you to 
approach the consideration, divested so f
n as pos- 
sible of prejudices, with purity of intention, and with 
prayer. 
...Again, I ha\e to point to your unfairness. You 
quote fr0111 the Liturg)T words, ,yhich you force out of 
their literalllleaning, when you represent then1 to be 
})rayers 1m' the 
aints; and you take no notice of the 
important words I actually cited, with those which pre- 
ced.ed theln, aftel' consecration: "Let us COmnlE'lllorate 
the holy )Iartyrs, that 'l(;(> 1iWg meì"it to slw'j'e in tllcÚ' 
triumphs. Let us pray for those who are departed in 
the faith." IIere the different classes are distinguished; 
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of those in fleaven, who are cmnmel1wl o ated, and of other 
departed souls, for whom prayers arc o.ffCl"ed. Y OLl 
nllege that I introduced a new sul>ject-llulllan l\Icrit; 
v:hcreas, I Inerely citcd f1'0111 the Liturgy. You ask 
",\Yhy the Prayer for the whole Church nlakes no 
1ncntioll of tIle PJJpe?" and I reply that it does so: 
" Let us pray for all the bishops...... for our Bishop 
CICluellt [the Liturgy bears the BaIne of Pope Clenlent], 
and for his Diocese." (Canst. L. viii. c. 10.) 


'T"II. THE Sí
IßOL OF KICE. 
There HUlst be no quibbling about the meaning of 
,vords. ,\Yhen you allege, in your fir
t letter, that the 
early Church prohibited, under anathema, any addition 
to tlte Symbol of l.Yice, there is not a feather.s weight in 
your argument, unless it prove that the early Church 
adlnitted no doctrines of faith not expressed in that 
Synlbol, and interdicted the definition of any not ex- 
pre;.,seù therein. N ow this is against the clearest his- 
torical facts. For- 
I. The Creed recited at Ephesus was the Kicene 
Creed, without the additions luade by the Council of 
Constantinople. 'Yill you pretend that the Council of 
Ephesus Ineant to censure those additions of the preced- 
ing General Council, which had been acknowleJgecl ùy 
the whole Church, and are received by your own Arti- 
clcs? 
Ioreover, the very Council of Ephesus added 
to the Articles of belief in the Nicene Syulbol-not by 
altering the Symbol itself, but by a further profession 
of faith, to llleet the new heresy of :K estorius-viz., 
that the Blessed ,\Tirgin is "the l\Iother of God." St. 
Cyril presided at the Council of Ephesus, and "Tell 
knew the ll1ealling of its prohibitions. Now, 'when 
.John of Antioch, after the Council, presented to hiln a 
Profession of Faith, containing many doctrines addi- 
tÍunal to those expressed in the Xicelle and Constall- 
tinopolitan Creeds, St. Cyril received it with appro- 
bation. 
2. The Council of Chalcedon, although the siinple 
Kicene Crced was the object of the declaration by the 
Council of Ephesus, expressly approved of the additions 
llulùe thereto hy the Council of Constantinople, in COll- 
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sequence of fresh heIesies, and itself sets forth a llluch 
Inore enlarged profession of fàith against Eutyches, at 
the close of the fifth Session, though in the second Ses- 
sion it had accepted the decree (If the Council 0 
Ephesus regarding the Kicene Creed. That profesf;ion 
was not a mere declaration of faith on a disputed doc- 
trinc, as you relate, but a profesf;ion to which assent 
and subscription was enforced under seYere
t penalties. 
3. You cannot even quote from the Council of Trent, 
without Iuisrepreselltation. The passage on which you 
rest your conclusion that the Council of Chalccdon 
Inerely " declares their faith on a disputed doctrine," is 
the premuble only of the resolution to read the l\icene 
Symbol, and sets forth that the Fathers of fOflller 
C.ouncils oppose " this shield (viz., a profession of faith) 
against all heresies, with which alone (that is, a profes- 
sion of faith) they drm,. oyer unbelieyers." Then the 
Council proceeds to recite the SynIbol of 
lce: "'Yhere- 
fore that sYlnbol of fitith," &c. 
4. 'Yhat is the SYl11bol of St. A.thallaf;ius but a con- 
siderable extcnsion of the Kicene Creed? Yet the 
whole Church has accepted it, and your Church also 
adn1Íts it. 
5. 'Vhat nre your Thirty-Xine AIticles but a 1)1"0- 
fession of faith required of all Churclullen? yet of these 
Articles a yery small portion is to be found expressed 
in the bynlbol of Kice. K ow then, sir, what have you 
to allege against the "Profession of Faith" of Pope 
})ius IV., justified by legitinlate deduction frOl11 e
ta- 
blisheJ prenlÍses? The truth is: the Council of Eph
 
sus sinlply forbade any departure fr0111 that faith which 
had been defined by the Xicene Fathers, that should be 
contl.m:; thereto; as the words of the ùecree literally 
11lean, as the whole context proves, and as the conduct 
of the Synod (citcd above) unequh-ocally demonstrates. 
lIence, the following Council of Chalcedon did approve 
of the additions lllade by the Council of Constantinople, 
which precedeJ that of Ephesus; and, fronl that time, 
the ,,,hole Church adopted those additions. Never 
since, however, has the Church added to that Svnlbol, 
or taken fì'01n it; though it has, as occa::;ions required, 
issued more extensive profes
ions of belief; and such 
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only is the Profession of Faith (we do not call it in 
strict language the SY111bol or Creed) of Pope Pius I'
. 
To use a smnewhat vulgar expression, you haye priJed 
yourse1f
 reyerend sir, on discovering a "mar.e's nest." 
G. I accept, gladly, your retractation of an error of 
little monlent-the-n1Ïstake of one Council for another; 
-but why have you not the honesty to retract a nla1ig- 
llant falsification, to which I had called your attentiün, 
and ,vhich you cannot justify, though you still leave it 
in your pages? that "the f
1thers of a certain council.. 
deterred by the Nicene anatheIl1a, declared it to be 
beyond their lJOWCi" to alter the creed of their Church, 
either by addition or n1utilation. They declared tncn1- 
seh-es, and the Church Catholic to be lÜnited to tIw 
Nicene Symbol." 


"VIII. ST:PTIE:\IACY OF TIlE RO:\lAN SEE. 
You charge lue with suppresf;ing the fhct that, 
after Paschasillus had read the Sixth Canon of Nice, 
,,-ith the heading acknowledging the suprelnacy of the 
IIoly See, "....letius Ï1nnlediately responded by reading 
the true canon without that forged prefix." The dcIi- 
bera tion, reverend sir, and decision, with which you are 
in the habit of S0111etinles insinuating, at others boldly 
asserting n1Ìsrepresentations, ignorant if not ,,-ilful, 
,,-auld be astonishing to one who has had less experi- 
ence in controversy with persons of your class than 1 
haye. "\Yho, not 'well-infonncd on the question, does 
110t understand you to imply that 
\.etius l
ose to correct 
Paschasinus? No such thing occurred. The heading 
of the canon, as I more than hinted, is not found in 
1110st existing lUSS. (though it is in some of high yalue), 
and of course was ,vanting in s\3veral ancient ones. nut 
neither Aetius nor any of the fathers at Chalcedon 
denied, or even questioned, the authenticity of the . 
canon as recited by Paschasinus, although the heading 
was not in the copy of "A.etius. On the contrary, the 
decision COlne to "-3,8: '" The 
r;holc Primacy, and the 
chief honour, according to the canons, should be nlain- 
tained by the Archbishop of ROlne." 
You quote Dupin's declaration, that the canon, with- 
out the heaùing of Paschasinus, is 1110St authentic; and 
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you taunt 111e, a little later, with "ignorance of what 
Dupin, a Homan Catholic, has written against the Papal 
claims." I suspect, sir, that your knowledge of eccle- 
siastical history is borrowed ahnost exclusively fr0111 
Dupin, in which case I wi
h to inforn1 you, that you 
Tcly upon one whom Catholics esteem, about as 111uch as 
you do the Rev. :\11'. Bennett, of St. Barnabas', and 
whose n1any serious Ini::,takes have been exposed by 
retit Didier, and othcrs. If, however, the infornlation 
,dB be gratifying to you, I beg to say that I hflTe read 
" Dupin de _-\..ntiqnâ Ecclesiæ Disciplinâ," the work, I 
pre Sllln e, you lnean-and that, in the Profes
orship of 
Theology in which I was engagcd for nlany years, hay- 
ing the honour of two Bishops a1l10ng nlY scholar5, I 
filways 111ade a point of studying the objections of our 
opponents, almost more than the authorities by which 
thcy are refutcd; nor did I ever adduce a controverted 
SC1:iptural proof, until I had weighed the counter-argu- 
ll1ents of several of the 1110st distinguished Protestant 
COllllnentators. 'V oulJ that you, sir, had been trained 
a little more to the strict logic and accurate investiga- 
tion of our schools, for the credit of your nlÎnistry, and 
the great diminution of IllY present troublesonle task of 
corlfn ta tion. 
'Yhat kind of argurnent is your next? " St. Atha- 
nasius declares Hosius to have been the father of the 
great council (of Nice.) His na1l1e is first in all the 
subscriptions: therefore there is no authority for as- 
serting the Pope to have presided there by his legate;;;." 
And why not? Have you attenlpted any proof, be- 
yond your assertion, that IIosins was not a legate of 
the I-Ioly See? Now I assert that he was the father of the 
council, anù subscribed first, because he 'lcas the Pope's 
legate, and it could be for no other reason: first, becau
e 
no other ground, at all plausible, can be nssigned, why 
IIosius, a western Bishop of a Church in Spain of no 
great importance, subject to the ::'.Ietropolitan of Spain, 
and the Patriarch of the '''est, should, out of his own 
Proyince, and in the East, haye had precedence of the 
legatcs of his own Patriarch, of Cæcilianus the Prin1::lte 
of an 
\frica, of the Patriarchs of .A.lexanchia and 
Antioch; and that, in the yery synod which estab1i:3hecl 
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the rights of the Patriarchal Spes, assigning the second 
to .A.lexandria. l"et it òe borne in n1Înd, too, that 
though present at the Councils of Gangre, and at that 
of Elvira, in his own province, he did not preside at 
either. 
Secondly-Because, had not the Pope presided by 
his legates at Nice, the first Council at Constantinople, 
then the seat of Elnpire, would not, as it did, have as- 
signed to the Patriarch of Constantinople the secon(l 
place only, after the l)atriarch of Rmne. 
Thirdly-The Council of Chalcedon, Act. 1, offered 
no relllOl1strance to the declaration of the Pope's legates, 
that no Bishop could hold a General Council, without 
authority front the Holy See. Proofs DULY be lllulti- 
plied; but the above are decisive against your argu- 
ment. 


IX. RO::\IE SCIIIS)L\.TICAL. ST. PETER. 
You censure nle not for noticing two of the grounc1g 
,vhich you assigned in proof of Papal Schisnl. Are 
you, then, totally ignorant of the rules that should 
guide discussions? I had a thesis to Dlain tain, and 
you could put me upon my proofs, and except to their 
validity; whereupon I should be required to nlaintaill 
DIY position and reply to your objections. To have 
carried on the argUl1lCnt orderly, you should hayc 
allowed me, as I said and asked, to open the contro- 
versy. But you have no right to expect 1110 to disprove 
your 111ere assertions, or our controversy might he end- 
less. Now, you assert that "separate branches are 
threatened ,vith excision." 'VIlat answer ,\yould you 
have? I grant it, and ,voulcl instance aU those who 
have separated fronl the Catholic Church. Yon assert 
-" The Bishop of Rmne has no clailll above the 
Bishop of ..A.ntioch." Heing a pure assertion, unbur- 
dened with anything beyond, I simply state the con- 
trary ; and being unwilling to prolong this letter 
quite unnecessarily, I leave the reader to detennine, if 
he see reason in what has preceded to aid his judglllCnt, 
which he can rely upon with lllO;st confidence, you or 
111 e. 
You go on-" The only centre of unity spoken of in 
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Scripture is the Lord J esns Christ." 1\" oW", all ùepcnch 
on your proofs, and they do not touch the question at 
issue, whether our Blessed Lord is, or not, represented 
in His visible Church, by a visible Head, for the pur- 
pose of maintaining necessary unity, which cannot 
cxif;t in one Church without one Ilead. K ever was 
there a bolder leap from your pren1Ïses-which estab- 
lish not an idea beyond the necessity of ullity of spirit
 
the unity of God, th\:", provision for teachers in the 
Church - to your conclusion, which you declare 
h inevitable. 1\"0 one Apostle was the centre of unity." 
'Vhere is that exclusion of one as a centre, in the pas- 
sages quoted from Scripture? And rel11ember, sir, 
that having proved my position of Infallibility, the one 
only position I had to nlaintnin by positive arglunent, 
it is strictly conclusive on my part against your objec- 
tions, to show that they destroy not my arguments. 
:ß.luch farther than this I could easily go; but tinle, 
and the patience of our readers, Inu8t be respected. 
You quote the proceedings of the Council of J erusa- 
lem, Acts, xv. 29., and xvi. 4., to prove the invalidity 
of" the ROll1ish assumption, that no decree of a Gene- 
ral Council is of any authority, until it is confirlned by 
the Pope." 1Yere, then, the decrees of the Council of 
J erUSaleIll not confirnled by St. Peter? Did he dissent 
from thenl? 'Vhere does the Scripture so declare? 
"11at part of the .A.cts of the Council bears out your 
cOl1clu:,ion, " That St. Peter's supposed supremacy was 
altogether unknown ?" 'Vere the supremacy of St. 
Peter or of his successors the matter of our belief, 
which you appointed for me to establish, I 'w'Ould enter 
confidently upon the not difficult task, not merely of 
sQlving your objections, but of proving that which they 
pretend to deny; but, I repeat, it is quite enough that 
I show their inefficacy. I will only add, that tllere 
',,"ould be less occasion for the exercise of Suprenulcy, in 
a Council of the 
-\.postles, than in one composed of 
their successors; and that even in the latter Council, 
every Bishop being a judge, language such as that used 
by St. Janles would be quite consistent with our belief 
in Supremaey. St. Jerome, indeed, remarks, that in 
the Council of J erusalenl) St. James gives his judg- 
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Inent, but St. Petcr directs the .Apostles. You think 
lightly, how-eyer, of St. JerOlne's opinion, in cOlnparisoll 
,vith your own. 'Yill others do so? 
)Iisrepresentation I lllUSt not allow to pass. Con- 
trary to what you insinuate, onr suprenle, though 
invisible centre is our glorified Saviour; and Jour 
Ï1nputation, that the doctrine of Papal Suprelllacy 
involves any unbelief whatsoever, is a gratuitous 
cahulluy. 
The difference between IllfaHibility and Ilnpeccabi- 
lity you ought to undcrstand; and I have before called 
your attention to it. The graces of God lnay be COlll- 
111unicated, without contagion, through an unworthy 
n1Îni::;ter. 
Your aUcgec1 proofs fronl Scripture, said by you 
" so abundantly to confute the idea of an earthly centre 
of unity," pennit me to assure you, do not affect it. 
If, then, "the c11arge against the Church of R0l11e re- 
l11ains unrefuted," it is only because it has not been 
supported by anything which is tangible to reason. 
Such license in the interpretation of Scripture, especial- 
ly that scaled book, "TIevelations," has been the fer- 
tile source of wildest folly. It l1TUSt leaù to either 
puritanical pride, or to infidelity. 
Enough of ,
 the grounds of Scripture, for clailning 
for the Bishop of ROBle, special exenlption fronl the 
danger of i
11ling," are before tIie public; iu Iny proof's 
of the Infallibility of the Church, and in the arglunents 
,vhich you are, in this part of your letter, attempting 
to overturn. 
Your only objection against St. Peter having been 
Bishop of Rome, is purely negative, and of the lowest 
value-that "No contenlporary 1vriter affirnls it." 
But you know that we allege writers alnl08t contelll- 
ponuy, testifying to a great fac't, on which ignorance 
could scarcely be supp03ed to exist; and the testÏInony 
is maintained by every succeeding age. This answer 
is enough on an incidental question, whereon you allege 
no equal counter-proof, and pressed as I am for space. 
Our proof.'S l]ave been very unfairly met by a 1yriter in 
"The Tinles," signing hinlself "Inquirer," by great 



BIsnor Bn.O"
'S SECO
D REPLY. 


I1J 


suppression; but the subject would require a long 
letter to itself. 
bt. Peter, having been Bishop of Antioch, sub- 
sequently establi
hed his See at nOllie, and died there. 
Thence yeu conclude, that" the successor of St. Peter 
at ...
ntioch ought w have preceL1ence of St. Peter at 
Ronle." The universally accepted CUstOlll has been for 
a nÜ:hop to entail his special prerogatives to his succes- 
sor in the ciee which he la
t occupied, and in posses- 
sivn of which he died. Your affirnlation, that it should 
not be so, does not deserve an answer; but you l)ress 
DIe for one. 
You meet nlY ðcripture authorities in favour of St. 
Peter's suprenlacy, by quoting from 1 Pet. ii. 3, 4, to 
show that Christ is the rock on which the Church is 
built. So say we; but lIe appointed a head to His 
Church, under the luetaphor of a rock, secondary, 
inferior, and dependent; whose authority and pre- 
f'nlÎnence derogate not from those of Christ, being dele- 
gated by Hin1 alone. This explanation sufficiently 
shows the emptiness of your arguments from Ps. xviii. 
2., and lxii. 2. 
St. 
\..ugustine, from ignorance of Syriac, did not feel 
the full force of the words of our Saviour in 
Iatt. xvi. 
18. Therefore, in his retractations, he clidllOt "change 
his opinion to the Protestant view of the text," this is 
another of your endless misrepresentations. He pro- 
l)osed a second meaning of the text; but he expre
sly 
abstained frOln giving it any preference. 
Your n1Ïserable subterfuge, that all Christian
 are 
called by 
t. Peter ,. Cephases," can influence no one 
who compares, with the text you quote, the language 
of our Saviour to St. Peter, and its C"ircullistances. 
"\Yho, reverencing the wisdOlll of Jesus Christ, could 
conceive Him breaking through all unity and consecu- 
tiveness of thought? But you, by adding ideas not 
insinuated in the text, re p resent His lanryuacre thus: 
ð ð 
" Thou art Rock, and I am this 'i'ock; and upon this 
I'ock, that is, upon myself, I will build nlY Church; 
and I will give to thee the keys of the kingdom of 
heaven." Let it be borne in n1Ïnd that every version, 
save the Vulgate, and of course Protestant translations, 
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I11nst pointedly denominate Peter the 'j'ock, to which the 
!)rOlnise waS given-the Syriac, the Arabic, the Persian, 
the Ethiopic, the ..A.rn1enian, the Coptic, &c. J
uinoël, 
a Protestant of great biblical science, says on this 
passage, "Seyeral interpreters err in understanding 
this roc1{, of Clu'ist, or of the profession nUl.de by 
Peter." Roscnn1iiller, in his Scholion, writes: "The 
literal n1eaning of this figurative expression is, 'I will 
n1ake thee the first firn1 profe
sor of TI1Y religion, on 
,,
hose nlinistry n1Y Church shall be founded.' , This 
rock' is neither the confession of Peter, nor Christ 
designating Hirnsclf by His finger or IIis gesture, for 
the conteæt adm.its not these in tC)1J i.eta t ions, but })ete1' 
hin1self. Christ, speaking in Syriac, used no agnomen, 
but each tin1e said, , Cephas;' . as in French, Pierre is 
both a tern1 of substance, and a proper nmne. There-. 
fore He designated Peter, either by His finger or by 
sign of lIis head; for this was suitable to IIis purpose 
of assigning a reason for the new name." Roscnn1.üller, 
,vho was not of that class of Protestant scholars which 
contents itself ,\
ith asserting that, SOlnething 11111st be, 
find therefore it is, urges llluch n10re learned argunlent, 
tòr which I have not space. 
To your solution of Luke, xxii. 3 r, 32., I reply: a 
person who is directed by authority to strengthen or 
restore another, is pro tanto his superior. Such supe- 
riority is, however, by itg nature ordinarily tmnporary. 
It becoD1es otherwise, w'hen the charge to confirm or re- 
store is but one of 'many directions, each giving force to 
the other; and Ï1nplying, Ly the absence of alllin1Ïtation, 
that the authority is pennanent. Such an argument as 
yours n1ight be used, to question all authority. 
Your answer to John, xxi. 15-17., manifests the 
strength of that passage. St. Paul's language to the 
Elders (Acts, xx. 28.) is, you say, expressive of supre- 
lnacy of each, over his own particular flock. Such, also, 
is that of St. Peter, 1 Pet. v. 2., to the Elders. N O'\V, 
that pastoral authority which the Elders received over 
their particular flocks, was confirrned by Christ in a 
n10st solelnll Inanner, and after repeatedly tcsting his 
special devotedness, upon St. Peter, in the most expres- 
sive tCrIl1S, over IIis lau1bs, and oyer I-lis sheep, with- 
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out a word or sign to designate restriction. "'''hat is 
there like thi
, in the texts you allege? Can we con- 
ceive that, had our Divine Saviour sought words ex- 
pressiye of universal pastoral authol'ity, any could be 
lllOre so? 
.Accept a very short, but sufficient l'eply to your in- 
ductions, frOln Gal. ii. ,,-9., and 2 Cor. xi. 5. Though 
certain .Apostles laboured more or less Dlllong the Jews 
than the Gentiles, it was not because their divine COlll- 
luission bore any clause of Tef:triction, find this you 
allow. The '
exclnsive comn1Ï.5sion" of S1. Peter, there- 
fore, which you illlpute to us, is aDlong the manifold 
instances of your ignorance uf our teaching. Three 
Apostles wer'e especially distinguished by Christ; but 
Supren1acy is not derived from other than express ap- 
pointment. Kow, to no one of the other Apostles, indi- 
yidually, was applied finy one of those remarkable texts, 
on which we grúund dIe 
uprenlacy of St. Peter. In the 
authority of the .A.postl(!Ship all were equal; yet one 
was appointed the Head of the Sacred College, and 
of the Church, whercby alone schism could be avertcd 
for ever. 


x. SLPEnSTITlo
. 
I have beCODle aware, reverend sir, of the irreverence 
and blasphemies, with which you lo,'e to as
ail the r
- 
ligion of the world, whpn you cannot com1at it by 
sonnd reasoning; therefore I will be no party to afford- 
ing you unllece
sary facilities, for indulging in YOlU' 
11lorbid Dppetite. Üne condition of our controversy is, 
that I defend no other practices and devotions, than 
those which have received the fornlal snl1ction of the 
Church. lIenee, although could I think you courted 
honourable discussion, I would not shrink fron1 any 
difficulty you nlight raise; yet, as neither the Psalh
r 
of St. Bonaventure, nor the alleged sllperstition
, have 
eyer received such fornlal sanction, and you knew it, I 
seriously c11arge you with a wilful yiolation of your 
prOlnise, solemnly nlade nle, and leave you, with di
- 
gust, to riot in your afFection for scurrility. 
.,.\.. substitute for arglllnent is your dictun1, that 
"Idolatr
 does not alone con
ist in giying supreme 
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,vorship to a creature, but in giving 'i'eligious 'tCOts/up to 
a creature." Let Die instruct you a little. 'Vhen you 
kiss the 111aterial Bible, is there no religious reverence 
felt and l1mnifested? Does not St. Paul tell Uf-1, that at 
the nanle of Jesus every knee should bl)w? The 111ate- 
rial Bible is a c eature of 111an's hands; and the name 
of Jesus is not God. Add, then, to your defini tiOll of 
what is Idolatry, that it consists in gi'Ting religious 
worship (you have a quibble upon the word, and we ac- 
cept it not, in your sense,) to a creature, u;hich is not 
rcfe}''i 4 ed to the one true God. This will set you right, as 
to the reason ,d1r the worship of the golùen calf would 
be idolatry, though it were not worshipped as the su- 
preme God, (one of your bold assertions which you dis- 
dain to proye, but which I question,)-and ,,'hy Po- 
lytheisnl in every sense, is Iùolatry. 
There 111ay be some reaùers seriously wishing to 
hear, how we can explain, and justify certain expres- 
sion
, addressed to the ::\1othel' of God, in certain books 
of Catholic devotion. For the sake of such, I sub1nit 
to their reflection- 
1. The incOll1parable singular privilege of being 
:1\1other of God, whose life was signalised by the most 
sublinle virtues, to whOIn Jesus was for so 111any years 
obedient, and wh01n He bequeathed frOll1 IIis Cross as a 
l\1other to us, nlust nI0ye the minds of all who love to 
honour those whOln God honours, to the highest degree 
of veneration and affection which 11lay be paid to the 
1110st exalted of creatu-res. 
2. In consequence of the wide distinction ulade by 
the Church, in all her services, between the Divine Son 
and the created :\Iother, ahso by the Catechisnl which is 
in the hands of all fronl their infancy, no one ever can 
Ü113gine the Blessed Yïrgin to be otber than a creature. 
3. Language has no determinate nleaning, other than 
that which is attached to it by those who speak, and 
those who hear; ,,'hence its meaning is liable to con- 
siderable variation. 
4. In consequence of the poverty of language for the 
expression of ideas, we oftentimes are cOlllpelled to use 
just the SaIne ,vords, in addresses to mortal creatures, as 
are used in addresses to God; save those tenus which 
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denote Supreme worship. "\Yherefore, the child, the sub- 
ject, the servant, pray their earthly superiors in tenns 
of supplication, which, the 1110ll1ent, before or after, 
they apply to God-" spare llle-forgive llle-help llle 
-save Ine." And so, when honour and h0111age are 
paid, the words would beCOlne God alone, if the nlÏnd 
were directeJ to Hinl, or suprell1e worship were intend- 
cd; or, just as the mind is otherwise detenllined, they 
are, without derogating from God's suprenle dOlninion, 
applicable to creatures. The san1e applies to outward 
actions as to words. Thus, in Gen. xxiv. 26., "The 
nlan bowed down his head and worshipped the Lord." 
Gen. xxiii. 7., "And Abraham bowed hÍlnself to the 
people of the land." 1 Chron. xxix. 20., "...4.11 the con- 
gregation bowed down their heads, and worshipped the 
Lord and the king." (See Josh. v. 15.-1 ale 3 Kings, 
xviii. 7.) So that, thus, what one who is not a Catholic 
would construe as idolatry, proceeding from the 11louth 
of a Catholic, or done by hÏIn, is supplication and re- 
verence, not trenching in any way on the sovereign 
l'ights of God. 
But, "you (I) admit the practice of saying 3Iasses 
for sick cows, and a larger take of herrings." This 
works upon your bile, in a way that suggests later an 
apology. Now, sir, all this indignation arises fi'om 
that defect of judgment, which always hurries you to 
leap, so widely, fronl pren1Íses to conclusion. I justified 
including, "amongst other and nlost exalted ends for 
which the sacrifice of our altar is offered, petition for 
teinporal blessings." The exalted ends of the :Jlass are, 
the Supreine honour of God by sacrifice, Thanksgiving, 
the application of the Sacrifice of the Cr05::3 for remis- 
sion of sin, and Supplication. 


XI. COXFESSION. 
Is the healer of corporal nlaladies forbidden to in- 
forn1 hiInself on subjects of the llIOst delicate nature, 
and to ascertain the condition of his patients, through 
that professional knowledge which he is bound to ac- 
quire, should their Inaladies require it? The Scriptures 
themselves treat subjects, on account of which the 
Jews prohibited thcir indiscriminate pcrusal. The 
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knowledge 
ve acquire is to save the necessity of pain- 
ful interrogations; and these are, under no circunl- 
stances, to be enlployed, whcre they are likely to scan- 
ùalise. "\Ve are not, then, requi?'"ed to catechise the 
virtuous fCll1ale; and 'multitudes there are, to whmn no 
indeZ.icate question is e'Ce}
, in their lit.es, acld,.,.es.'{ed. Yet 
you, sir, are not ashan1cd to place every Catholic fenlule, 
luany of Wh0111 are persons of most heroic charity to- 
,vards the poor, and of1110st virtuous public and priV'ate 
lives, in the dilem111a of being, either lllost shalueless 
sinners, or faithless hypocrites. Blush, sir, if you can 
do so; and we willlJray that God forgive you. 


XII. J CSTIFICA TION BY F AYTH ALOKE. 
Your answer to my defence is, to lUY nlil1d, a very 
fair specimen of how private judgment is to v{ork out 
its belief, by help of a certain begging of questions, 
certain predeteln1Ínations that such shall be the rnem:- 
iug of Scripture, and a certain stringing together of 
texts, which, to a n1Índ already prejudiced with given 
notìons, 11lay appear satisfactory. But to discuss, as 
should be done, subjects so very abstruse, as J ustifica- 
tion and Predestination, on which large volulnes have 
been written, requires far luore space than I can ask 
for, and are wholly unfitted for nev\Tspaper readers. It 
is a topic, lnoreover, which you have contrived to pu
h 
fOl ward, as a means of evading that which alone ought 
to engage us; the proof on one side, and disproof on the 
other, of the direct argull1ents bearing on the Infalli- 
bility of the Church. How far you are able to dis- 
proye 111Y arglunents thereon, is before the reader. 
A key, howeyer, for disclosing the fallacy of yonI' 
reasoning, I present to the reader. 
I. Justification is reprcsented, by you, as having one 
meaning only, "Not to lnake just, but to pronounce 
just.'J N ùW the term has in Scripture several other 
significations. 
In Ps. cxix. (with us cxviii.) it frequently llleë:1ng 
the I
aw, rendered by you, "the Statutes," but by the 
Vulgate, "Justifications." 
2. In Rev. xxii. II., it means an increase of justice, 
according to the text of the '''''ulgate.. 
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It means also the acquisition of justice, as appears 
clearly to Catholic nlinds in l Cor. vi. 11.: "t)uch" 
(grievous sinners) "were some of ye; but ye are 
washed, but ye are sanctified, but ye are justified." 
K ow here, the effect is the iUlnlediate result of the 
remission of sins, and cannot without unnatural strain- 
ing of the sense, mean a declaration of justice, but its 
acquisition, concOluitant with sanctification. '" e con- 
tend that various other passages of Scripture convey 
this notion of ju
tification. But your argument, sir, 
proc('eds upon the unprorecl assumption, that justifica- 
tion ollb"ht always to be taken in the first meaning. 
,\
 e claiIn, (because there is nothing in the context im- 
plying your interpretation, whereas to our nlind, it 
fully bears out ours,) the whole chapter fron1 St. James 
ii. to be conclusive against you; so thought Luther; 
and therefore, aS5un1Ìng anthority far beyond that of 
the Catholic Church, he rejected the whole Epistle. 
,\- e can put no other nleaning on verse 24, .. B!J u:orks 
a man is justified, and not b.y faitlt." 
2. You ascribe justification to faith alone; and you 
actually in1Ïtate Luther's ilnpious assertion (insi:;ting 
upon assigning the word alone, the nlost decisive in the 
contIoversy, to St. Paul, because Luther wùuld have it 

o,) by writing that it is very ea
y to reconcile with St. 
J anies "the declaration of 
t. Paul, that we are justi- 
fied by faith alone." Now, sir, St. Paul nowhere luakes 
such a declaration. And though St. Paul sometimes 
Fpeaks of làith as the source of justification, it is not to 
the fonnal exclusion of other virtues. In other parts 
of Scripture justification is described as the fruit 
of other single virtues. In one place fear alone is 
nauled, as in Eccle:Úasticu
, i. 28. (though I am aware 
you reject that book, and the translation in your Bibles 
differs froln the Vulgate,) .. lIe that is without fear can- 
not be justificd;" in another to !tope, (Prov. xxv. 25.) 
h He that putteth his trust in the Lord shall be saved," 
('
ulgate); elsewhere to 
'epentance, (...\.cts, iii. ID.) 
" l
epent ye, and be converted, that your sins may ùe 
blotted out;" to fl"atcrnal cha.;-ity, (1 John, iii. i4.) 
,. "T e know that we have passed fronl death into life, 
beCaltSe lee [OL'e tlte breilu"en, " (J.Juke vii. 47.) and to 
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divine lOl'e, "lIeI' sins are forgiven; for (V u]g. beca'U.'
e) 
she loyed nluch." You hold justification to be due to 
faith alone; the Council of Trent requires, as dispusing 
thereto, faith and other virtues You, on your inter- 
lwetation of SCl
ipture, distinguish justification frolll 
the love of God;-the Council of Trent teaches that jus- 
tification is inseparable from charity and good works: 
"faith ,vhich worketl) by loyc." (Gal. v. G.) :For, as 
there is no Inediulll between the love of God and hatred 
,yhich bcgets death, so, when sin is renwved, love 
instantly returns. . 
3. St. Paul declares justification to be "by f::lith 
without the deeds of the law," (Horn. iii. 20-28.) but 
lIe is speaking of the empty observance of the law of 
the Jews; of the works of the Gentiles before Christ; 
and of any works, as meritorious of faith, which we 
deny thm1l to be. 'Ye fully subscribe to tbe text 
which you urge flgainst us, fronI ignorance on}y of our 
doctrine-that we are "justified freeJy by grace;" 
since we teach that neither faith nor justification are 
the effects of lnlluan llleri t. 
Yon disclainl Cal"inistic predestination; consequently 
the texts which "
cre allcged, when I was under a con- 
trary inlpression, arc not wholly applicable; yet they 
apply to every theory-the result of wretched priyate 
judgnlent, striving to penetrate into the mysteries of 
God, and clain1Îng tlwt preslunptive security of salva- 
tion which the Council of Trent condel11ns. I doubt, 
however, if you understand the decree quoted in your 
first letter; for it dops not pronounce "lualecliction 
upon anyone who will dare apply the precious truth of 
Christ's word to his soul," but upon those only who pro- 
fess that they know themselves to be SeC1t1'e of sah-ation. 
Against such my scIiptural proof remains untouched; 
anù to their preslunption, not as you n1Ïsrepresen t, to 
the question of justification, I apply those worJs of the 
Apostle, (1 Cor. iv. 4.) .. I aln not conscious to nlyself 
of any thing, yet I an1 not hereby justified; but he that. 
judgcth l1Ie is the Lord." A tolerable illustration we 
are exhibiting of the necessity of an infalliLle guiùe. 
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XIII. CELIBACY OF THE CLERGY. 
I should be glad, had I time and space, to enter nlore 
fully into this subject. Suffice it, in disproof of all that 
you allege, to suhnlÎt thif3 short argun1ent. You nlust 
adn1Ït that it is comn1endable to make vows discreetly 
to God, and that, when n1ade, and at least when the 
Dlatter of the vuw is of itself ll10re excellent than its 
contrary, there is an obligation of fulfilling it. " Vow, 
and pay unto the Lord your God." (Ps. lxxvi. 11.) 
You lnust confess, also, that St. Paul commends celi- 
bacy, as in itself a more holy state than that of ll1ar- 
riage, (1 Cor. vii. 7, 8.) and that it is especially 
becOlni.ng in the Ininisters of God. (1 Cor. vii. 32, 33.) 
Kow, no one is allowed by the Church to be forced into 
the clerical state; but those who choose to enter it 
voluntarily, do so upon a condition of engaging thenl- 
selves by vow to continency; therefore, the vow does 
not condenlll lllarriage in itself, and is not therefore the 
Gnostic heresy. I mn ashamed to have to reason seri. 
ouslv on so lllallifest a lnatter. 
Yet in the face of 1 Cor. vii. 7, 8., you dare to 
assert, against the express exmnple of St. Paul and the 
voice of all antiquity, that the meaning of 1 Tinl. iii. 2. 
is, not simply that no Bishop ll1ay lnarry lllore than 
once, but that every Bishop 'must be a Inarried lllan. 
And is this the result of your Scripture reading? Ter- 
tullian, a writer of the second century, (De 
lonog. c. 8.) 
asserts that 8t. Peter was the only married Apostle; 
and, despite your profane sneer, it follows, fr01n the 
promise luade by our Saviour, ill answer to 81. Peter., 
of eternal life to every one who, for His sake, should 
forsake his wife, &c., that when St. Peter declared that 
he had forsaken all, he included therein l1is very wife. 
(:\Iatt. xix. 27-29.) It will be difficult for you to sho,v 
that, after that time, St. Peter l'eturned even to his 
fishing. 


XIV. RL\DIXG THE BIBLE. 
The prohibition was an act of discipline, called for 
by urgent reasons, of which many Protestants ha.Ye 
approved, and but tenlporary in its application. 
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xv. PAP AL RO
IE. 
Your reference to the Catholic Bible applied to 
Pagan Ronle only; yet, though you ventured not on a 
semblance of proof that the Babylon of the Apocalypse 
,vas Papal ROlne, you have the confidence to hold it 
proved, because it w'as unrefuted. Verily, you have a. 
most exalted notion of your Infllllibility. 
And you conclude by assuring llle that you have 
answered alllny arguments, and demonstrated that the 
Church of UOllle is not infallible. Happy nlan, to be so 
casHy self-satisfied; while staring you in the face are so 
many gross blunders in matters of hÜ
tory, so 111any 
luis-representations, so l11any n1Ïs-statenlE'nts, so luany 
calu111nies, so much scurrility, and illogical consequences 
w-ithout end I A great triumph you will have gained, 
if those who confide in yon, will but exercise their 
judgments on our controversy. 
Yet I wish to take no advantage of your ignorance or 
malice. Yon are, therefore, at liberty, before we enter 
upon your Sixth Article, to disprove my censures, if 
yon can do so, or to explain, or to apologise; but there 
111n8t be no nlore foul language, no more extraneous 
nla tter. 
Also, \vishing to discuss the next question nlore 
methodically than the one on which "
e have been 
engaged, I offer you, what you refused Dle, the cJ}oice 
of opening the controversy by establishing the position 
\vhich you defend, and to which I object. I, tllerefore, 
call upon you to D1aintain, by Protestant principles, 
your Sixth Article:- 
1. In regard of the (;unonici ty of the epistle to the 
IIebrews, the Epistles of St. James, of St. Jude, the 
Second of St. Peter, and the Second and Third of St. 
John, and the Book of Revelations; the Jast chapter of 
St. )Iark; the agony of our Saviour in the Garden of 
Olives, as related in Luke xxii., and that part of ,John 
viii. which relates to the 'YOlllan taken in adultery. 
Yon will not, I anl sure, try to evade the duty inlposed 
upon you by raising the stale cry of "Infidel Argu- 
TIlent," as I am putting to a test, not the canonicity of 
Scripture, but the consistency of your Church. That 
is one point. 
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2. I call upon rou to prove, by Scriptzu"e alone, tl1e 
inspiration of the 
 èW Te3t1m
l1t; I 11lcan that th
 
pooks were written by inspiration, ill case you hold 
that as a doctrine of belief; or, not to give you unne- 
cessary labour, I limit you to the single Epistle to Phi. 
lenlon, and the Epistle to the Hebrews. 
3. I require you to prove, by SCÎ"iptw"e alone, the 
lawfulness of Int
lllt BaptislU, of Bapti
nl l,y aspersion, 
and of not keeping holy the real Sabbath day, our 
Saturday. If you prefer 11lY writing the first letter, I 
will do so, but I ha YC not yet cOl1nuenced it. 
I relnain, reyerend sir, your faithful servant in Jesus 
Christ. 


+ T. J. Br.owx. 
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Tlti1'd Letter to the Right ReVei"end Bishop Bro.wn. 


Right Reverend Sir, 
I thankfully avail m
-self of your permission to 
"
rite one Inore lotter to you upon the subject of Ronlan 
inÜtllibility. before you attack the Hixth ..A.rticle of the 
Church of England. 
As I have already stated, I am prepared, not only to 
defend that article. but "all anù everything contained in 
the Rook of COlDlllon Prayer." J look forward with 
no ordinary interest to the continuance of this contro- 
yersy; and no feature of it gives nle greater pleasure 
than the opportunity of cOlnparing the relative c1aÏ1ns 
of England and Rome. 
I have attentively read your last letter; and, before 
I enter upon its replies and argllluents, beg to TImke 
one or two suggestions. 1V ould it not be nl0re suit- 
able to avoid accusations of ignorance, nlalice, scurrility, 
find such like? They do not add to the strength of an 
argument, and they take very much irUnl its appeal to 
cahn reason. 
l\Iay I also suggest, that it would be more suitable 
to omit conjectures respecting what particular books I 
have read, or decisions respecting my other personal 
qualifications fur this controversy. 
Our reaJers expect from you replies to my argu- 
111ents, not disparagements of your antagonist. 
Pern1Ít IHe also to Blake another suggestion. In 
passing judgment upon another, ,ve ought to take care 
that 've are clear ourselves. St. Paul says: "1Vherein 
thou judgest another thou condenUlest thyself; for 
thou that juJgest doest the SaIne things." (HOlD. ii. 1.) 
You accuse Ine of the presumptuous exercise of 
private judg1l1ent in the interpretation of Scripture. 
In your own letter you offer novel an:l private inter- 
pretations in nInny places. 
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In one passage you actually degrade our blessed 
Sayiour to the rank of a created angel. 
I haye one nlOre prelÏInÏ1wry observation, and then 
I shall enter upon the argumentative parts of Jour 
letter. 
Do not lay yourself open to tne serious charge of 
mi
q uota tion. 
In the very" beginning of your Jetter you interpo- 
late DIY words, slipping in a totally different subject, 
and so making DIe express a sClltinlcnt ,yhich I haye 
neycr held. 
Yon represent me as 
aring, '
TIle Toice of the 
Catholic Church disclaims the inten-cntion of PlnESTL Y 
ACTHORITY: the discordance aDloDgst its ndyocates pro- 
claims its nuUity." 
In this Ini
quotation you slip in tIle words" priestly 
authority" for 

 UOlllan infallibility." 
Upon the proplÎety of 
uch an intcrpolation I need 
say nothing. 
I nlost 
trenuonsly maintain that priest])'" authority 
with ,,-hich the Lord has blessed IIis Church; 

 Not 
for that we haye don1Ínion oyer your fàit11, hut are 
helpers of your joy: for by faith ye stand." (2 Cor. 
i. 24.) 
In unison with the word of God, and with 1l1e yoice 
of the Catholic Church, I most strenvously deny I
o- 
lllall infallibility. 
IIoping I shall not ng-ain l1aye to compJain of these 
1113tters, I now proceed to exanline your letter. 
The first point is the 8yHogi
lli to which I reduced 
your argunlcnt about 
UO)v.:x I
FALLImLITY. 
The Catholic Church is infallible: 
Certain pronliscs were Dlade to ðt. Peter, 
Therefore ROllle is Infallible. 
Yon reply by stating the argu1ncnt thus:- 
An Inf.'111ible Church is nece
sary. 
The llOIllan Catholic religion alone possesses tIle 
characters assigned to the true guide by the primitive 
Creed
. 
All other denominations cmne into existence by the 
rl:jection of that principle; 
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Therefore the Roman Catholic Church is the only 
infallible guide. 
All your pren1Ïses are false, and therefore your con- 
clusion is false. 
i. An Infallible Church is not neces
ary. 
ii. The prinlitive Creeds say nothing about an Infal- 
lihle Church. 
iii. The Roman Catholic religion does not possess the 
characteristics deliyered in the prin1Ïtive Creeds. 
iv. All other denon1Ïllations did not COllle into exis- 
tence by the denial of Ron1Ísh infallibility. 
:F iI's t, th en, 
.An Infallible Church is not necessary. 
There was no Infil1lible Church fIOlU .l\..dnn1 to X oalt, 
frOll1 K oah to Abrahanl, frOln Abrahmll to :ßloses, fl'Olll 
l\Io
es to J esus Chri
t. 
Therefore an Infallible Church is not necessary to 
hUlnan salyation. 
Secondly, 
The prill1Ìtive Creeùs say nothing about an Infallihle 
C11 urch. 
The only Creeds of the Church arc the Apostles', the 
Ki('ene, and the .Â thana sian. 
The Athanasian Creed says nothing about the 
Ch urch. 
The character of the Church giycn in the two other 
Creeds are holy, Catholic, ,Apostolic. 
None of these characteristics imply infallihility, c. g., 
l-IoLY. Jerusalenl is called the HOLY city ill 31ntt. 
xxvii. 5:1, yet she was nùt only f.'lllible, but fell, be- 
cause she knew not th
 things t]w.t belonged to her 
peace. (Luke, xix. 42.) 
CA THOLIC n1eans silnply general. 
The worù does not at all inlply infallihility. 
The Jewish Church was local. lts principal ordi- 
nances 'were lin1Ïted to Judæa. 
The Gentile Church belongs to alll1ations, and so 
'was called Catholic or general. 
I challenge you to prod nce a single eXaIl1ple of the 
,,'urd Catholic }nenning infàllible. 
AI
OSTOLIC siluply Ineans, descended frOll1 the ....\.pos- 
t1 e'3. 
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'Ihis is so far fronl implying infnHibility, that the 
Church of Rome denounces several Apostolic Churches 
as having fallen. 
Such, sir, are the baseless grounds on wl1ich you 
TcnÌlue to assert that the prinlitive Creeds assign the 
character of Infallibility to the Christian Church. 
Thirdly, 
"The l
oman Catholic RELIGIOX" does not possess the 
characteristics deli,yered in the prin1itive Creeds. 
The Homan Catholic Church is not 
IfoLY. You have never ventured to submit the in1- 
purities of the confessional to the judgnlcnt of twelve 
UOIuan Catholic husbands and fathers. 
I offcr to prove in their prpsence:"- 
i. ROlllan Catholic priests are bound to ask ahomin- 
able questions. 
ii. Ronlan Catholic felnales are hound to speak with 
di
gusting n1Ïnuteness upon the most atrocious and 
polluting suhjects. 
Instead of calling me by opprohrious nanws for Dlak- 
ing this challenge, it would he nlore satisttlctory to 
every lover of truth to put the nmtter to the test. 
CATHOLIC. Prayer to the dead and the aùoration 
of the Blessed Virgin are unknown to prin1Ìtive anti- 
quity. 
Therefore the Roman Catholic religion has departed 
frOlll prin1itive Catholicity. 
ApOSTOLIC. The apostolic reIigion is taught in the 
writings of the .A.postles. These writings teach:- 
i. The Lord's Supper is not a sin -offering. 
ii. The Blessed Virgin is not an object of adoration. 
iii. Celibacy should not be imposed on the clergy. 
iv. Christ is the only centre of unity. 
}'ourthly, 
All other denonlÏnations did not CODle into existence 
hy the rejection of the principle of au Inf31lible 
Church. 
The twelye apostles are said to have founded 
Churches in the following countries, and those 
Churches arc all unanimous in dellyinO" Ron1an Infal- 
libility: 0 
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PETEn, in Jnaæa, Antioch, Galatia, Cappadocia, POll- 
tus, A.sia, anù Bithynia. 
JA
II
S, the son of Zebedcc, in Juc1æa. 
J OHX, in J uclæa aud ....'\..:)ia 
rinor. 
AKDIlEW, in t:;cythia, Epirus, Thracc, and ....\.chaia. 
JA:\Il
S, in J eru
ülen1. 
PHILIP, in Sythia and Phrygia. 
BARTHOLO)IEW, in India and in _\..rn1cnia l\Iajor. 
l\IA TTHEW, in Ethiopia. 
rrHO)L\S, in Parthia, ::\Iedia, Persia, Inùia, II yrcania, 
and Bactria. 
SDro
, in ::\Icsopotml1ia and Persia. 
JUDE, in Egypt and Persia.. 
l\IATTHIAS, in higher Ethiopia. 
Kot to speak of the ....\..siatic churches founded by St. 
Paul. 
The descendants of those Churches are Apostolic. 
'Vhat then becOlnes of your assertion that the only 
Apostolic Church is the UOlnan? 
The English Church has existed from the Apostles' 
days. The HOIuan schislU in England can boast of no 
lIigher antiquity than Queen Elizabeth. 
Its uncanonical bishops are not) et 
ix 1110nths old. 
Even if you could disprove Cardinal ßaronius's 
assertion, of the uncanonical ordination of lnauy popes, 
so that their naInes are to be 111entioned only for the 
sake of chronology, and not as successors of :)t. Peter, 
the bishop of Ronle is but the succcssor of one Apostle, 
and cannot arr02'ate to hiluself the exclusive clainl of 
apostolicity to the denial of the succession frOln the 
'whole twclve.A.postles. 
'Vhy have you not answered that question? 
,. Ha\ping thus proved all your prcnlÍscs to be false, 
the inference fron1 them cannot be true, and therefore 
the Homan ChUl ch has fallcn. 
I now COlne to that great subject upon ,vhich you 
based your 'v hole theory:- 
1. SA VI
G FAITH. 
You asserted saving faith to be faith III fill the ùog- 
111as of revealed religion. 
I asserted saving faith to be faith in a being, find not 
in a dogma. 
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That I nlay not luisrepresent you, I shall quote your 
exact words:- 
" Sú the primitive bishops understood, and so they 
applied the word of God, rejecting [1'0111 the Catholic 
Church everyone who refused to accept her teaching 
ON ANY })OIXT, how:-:oever les8 inlportant it lllay be 
thought in conlparison with other doctrines." 
I disproved the truth of your proposition by the fol- 
lowing exmnples fr0111 Holy Scripture:- 
i. Exclusion fron1 Church fellowship does not inyolve 
dan1nation. (1 Cor. v. 5.; 21'h. iii. IJ, IJ.) 
ii. The San1aritan leper, with an erroneous creed 
and a thankful he3rt, had saving f
1Ïth. (Luke xvii. 18, 
19.) 
iii. St. Peter had saving faith in the person of Jesus 
Christ, at the very monlent that he refused to believe 
His teaching. (
Iatt. xyi. 22.) 
i v. The SaIne is true of the other 
\.postles. (J ohn xx. 
8, 9.; LVke xxiv. 25, 26.) 
Your repìies are :- 
i. No answer. 
ii. The Sanlaritan leper was not accepted until 
"he had proclaillle<.l his belicf in the ùogma of his 
Di vini ty." 
iii. l\ 0 answer. 
iv. No answer. 
I therefore infer that you have no answer to nlake to 
those eXaInples, and consequently IllY position is esta- 
blished. 
If t;t. Peter had saving faith while he was refusing to 
l)elieve the important truth of the atone1l1ellt DULY rllo- 
PuS ED to hill1 by our Lord. 
Saving faith may exist, even where revealed dogmas 
are rejected. 
Your reply about the San1aritan leper is a pure ima- 
gination of your own. lIe is not said to have believed 
in our Lord's Divinity. 
.All the other passages of Scripture to which you 
refer, merely prove that he who has saving faith after- 
wards gradually receives the teaching of God's Holy 
,y ord. 
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Your reference to Lutl1Cr is' sin1ply irrelevant. 
Iy 
appeal was to the words of our Bles
ed Lord. 
It would lengthen this letter unduly to enter minutely 
into your opposition to Luther's statement of faith, and 
HS it fony,ed no part of TI1Y arglunent, I defer saying 
anything on the subject until I publish an appendix to 
this correspondcnce. 
The ncxt division of your letter is:- 
2. NECESSITY OF A TEACIIIXG INFALLIBLE AUTHORITY. 
1] nder this head your answers are:- 
i. 1\11'. Baylee, with "grievous presu111ption," deter- 
n1incs the llleaning of Scripture upon his own "private 
in terpreta tion." 
ii. Bishop Brown, "guided by the teaching of the 
Catholic Church," has "not the slightest misgiving" 
that :ðlr. Baylce is "under a l::nuentable delusion." 
Therefore, Bishop Brown is "entitled to hold it fully 
proved that a tcaching infallible authority is necessary 
to secure Divine :Faith." 
iii. In reply to 1\11'. Baylee's assertion, th!lt the only 
authoritative voice of the Catholic Church is in her 
three creeds, and that she has givcn no authorized in- 
terpretation of Scripture, Bishop Brown "begs to 
inform" 1\11'. Baylee, "that the HOlnan Catholic Church, 
the only consistent guide in cOlltro,rersy, docs that 
,vhich is equivalent." 
iv. In answer to John vi. 45., John i. 9., ] Cor. ii. 
15., you reply, "God is the ultÍInate teacher, whereby 
true f'ìÜth is produced in the sou!." 
v. In answer to 1 John ii. 26. you reply, "St. John 
".as guarding the Christians whon1 he addressed against 
the seductions of the surrounding pagans...... the grace 
of God, and the teaching, not of a 111ere nlan, but of the 
Church of Christ, are mnply sufficient." 
vi. In answer to the fearful picture of tl1e Church of 
R.Olne given by Cardinal Baronius, you reply:- 
Infallibility does not Ï1nply iInpeccability; 
No pope ever taught error in faith or 1110ra13; 
1\11'. Baylee 111is-t1'anslates Baronius re
pecting tllC 
ancient fòrn1s of ordination; it is l\Ir. Btlylee'8 
" bare ,vord" that the Church ,yas filled with '
fàlse 
t h . " 
eae lng. 
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To tl1cse six answcrs I reply:- 
i. Bi
hop Brown's assertion that 11r. Baylee is griev- 
ously prcsumptuous is no proof that he is so. 
ii. Bishop Brown's assertion, that he lias not t11e 
slightest Jni
giving but that l\1r. Bnylee is under a 
lamentable dp}nsion, is no proof that he is so deluded. 
Therefore, Bishop llrown is not Ü entitled to }lold it 
fully proved that a teaching infhHiblc authority is neces- 
sary to secure Divine Faith." 
iii. Bislwp l
l"own 's assertion, dmt dIe RO
\I.AN 
Catholic Church i
 the only consistent guiùe in contro. 
versy, is no reply to )Ir. Baylee's ol>jection, that the 
Catholic Church, AS MEAS'l"RED BY ST. YI
CENT'S P.L"LE, 
hus given no autboritatiye teadling 
yond the three 
creeds. 
1\1r. Baylee, therefore, }wlùs hilnself warranted in as- 
serting that Bi:-5hop Brown Imù 110 such authoritative 
teaching to produce. 
iv. 
Jr. Bayk>e is truly g]ad to agree with Bishop 
Drown, that God is the ultÌlnate teadwr, and Jle ear- 
nestly pmJ3 that all his readers Inay seek that blessed 
teachinrr. 
Y. s1: John was not guarding tbe Christians f!gainst 
Pagans, but against seductive I}e:retics. (1 Jü11u ii. ] 9.) 
.i\.nd Bis]10p Brown lu
s yentu:red to interpo]ate Scrip- 
ture, in adding the words 

 the Church of Clu.i:;t" 
to St. JO]ln's decbration. 
Of the SGl
SIDL\RY value of tIle Church 1\11'. ßaJ lee had 
alreaùy decbrcd his most cordial 3})proyaL 
vi. Baronins's assertions are thesc:- 
1. Hm'lots appointed bishops and changed sees. 
2. PSEGDO pontiflB, their lUVC1'S, wel'C intrudeJ into 
the See of St. Peter. 
3. No one could dare to call SUc11 lllcn Ia'wful :RonmD 
pontiffs. 
4. Their np.nles fire ,'alnaLle only for tIle sake of 
chronology. 
5. ALL THE cx
\oxs WEl
E TI:
nJPI
ED rrox; TUE SACRED 
TInES .AXD TIlE l
I:nll'flYE "CS_\GES WERE WHOLLY EXTIX- 
GCISHED. 
These are not my "bare würL1s." They arc the ad- 
missions of a ROlDan Catholic cardinal. 
10 
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Further, can he he infallible in the faith who is aho- 
minably unholy in morah? St. Petcr teaches a diffe- 
rent lesson, "purifying their hearts by faith." 
But it is not true that the popes never erred in doc- 
trine. 
Athanasius, Jerome, Hilary, and Bellannine, adn1Ït 
that Pope Liberius subscribed a heretical creed. 
A.ndré du Chesne, a l{Olnan Catholic historian, says 
of Liberius, "The Arian bishops assell1bled at Sirn1Ïu
l, 
prevailed upon Hosius, one of the greatest and the nlost 
celebrated of the orthodox bishops, to subscribe to the 
rule of their first doctrine. This subscription was a 
laIuentable shock; by which the firmest and IllOst solid 
stones of the Catholic universe were shaken. For, not 
to dwell upon all the persons of distinction who imi- 
tated hinI, he notoriously carried along with hin1 I
 
HIS FALL THE SCPRE)IE BISHOP OF THE EXTIRE ORTHODOX. 
CHCJ
CH.' , 
Fleuri, the elllinent Roman Catholic historian, admits 
that Pope lIonorius was condemned in the sixth general 
council. (Eccl. Rist. Lib. 40.) 
If needful, I could multiply quotations fr0111 Rmnan 
Catholic testiulonies to the corruptions of the Rmnan 
Church. For the present I shall conclnde this head 
,vith the ,,"ords of Génebrard: - "For nearly 1.50 
years, about fifty popes deserted wholly the virtue of 
their predecessors, BEIXG APOSTATICAL RATHER THXN 
APOSTOLICAL.' , 
,\Yill you venture to affirnl that these "apostatical 
popes" "rere infallible guides? 
The consciences of your readers would revolt against 
such an unholy assertion. 
No, sir; ROlnish ecclesiastics have awfully depart.ed 
from divine truth, in asserting the conlpatibility of 
abOlninable inlPurity of nlorals with intàllibility of 
teaching. 
The third division of your letter is:- 
3. INFALLIBILITY OF THE JEWISH CHCP.CH. 
On this subject I had offered the following argu- 
ments :- 
i. Our Blessed Saviour declared its teaching to be 
erroneous, respecting the relation of parental authority 


. 
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to hJin-ious YOWS, the nature of oaths. the holine
s of 
the tel
lple, its altar and offering3, and the reverence 
due to God. 
ii. lIe calls them blind guides, and fools who bad 
erred re
pecting judgment, luercy. faith. 
iii. lIe charged theln with lllaking their proselytes 
children of hell. 
iv. The Jewish Church continually resisted the 
teaching, and finail y rejected the person of our blessed 
Saviour. 
Y. The Jewish Church was charged with doctrinal 
error and corruption by her own prophets. 
To these argulllents you answer:- 
i. It wa
 not the great council, but certain Scribeg 
and Pharisees, that fell into those error
. 
ii., iii. Our Lord told the people to obselve and do 
what the t;crihes and Pharisees told thell1 to observe 
and do. Therefore those 
cribes and Pharisees were 
infallible. 
iv. The J ewisl1 Church was fallible as soon a3 John 
the Baptist canIe, as we are inforIlled in Dan. ix. 27., 
and Luke xvi. 16. 
Y. K 0 answer. 
To these I rcply:- 
i. Our blessed Lord and the prophet Isaiah directly 
contradict you. 
Our Lord says, "Y e hypocrites! well did Isaiah 
proph
sy of you. saying," &c. (:\Iatt. xy. 7.) 
Isaiah's prophecy thus referreù to by Ollr Lord, is:- 
" The Lord hath poured out upon you the spirit of 
deep sleep, and hath closed your eyes; the prophets and 
your rulers, the seers 11ath he cov-cred. And the vision 
of all is beconlC unto you as a book that is sealed. ...... 
'Yherefore the Lord said, Forasnluch as this people 
draw near me with their mouth. and with their lips do 
honour me, but have removed their hearts f.:'1r fi'onl llle, 
AXD THEIR FEAR TOWARDS )IE IS L\L'"GIIT BY THE PRECEPT 
OF )IEN, therefore behold I will proceed to do a marvel- 
lous work among this people, even a Dlarvellous work 
and a wonder: for the wisdom of their wise Dlen shall 
perish, and the understanding of their prudent shall be 
hid." (Isa. xxix. 10-14.) 
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Oh! what awful trifling with the 'V ord of God, to 
call such a Church infilJliLle ! 
ii., iii. You infer fi'0111 our Lord's words that he meant 
us to believe that those who sat in )lo:3es' seat were in- 
fallible. 
Our Lord hiu;self in that yery c11apter declared thenl 
to he blind guides, fuols, 111cn who were leading souls 
to hell ! 
iv. If the Jewish Church were fallible frOlll the 
tÌ1ne of John the Baptist, how coulù she be infallible at 
the very sanle tiule? 
You are singularly unfortunate in your reference to 
Dan ix. 27, as a pruof that the Jewish Church ,vas in- 
fallible up to the tinle of John the Baptist : for, in the 
ver3e inllueùiately preceùing, Daniel declares that )[e5- 
siah was to be cut off DEFOUE the sacrifice and oblation 
should cease. 
Thirty years after the Crucifixion of our Blessed 
I
ord, all the Apostles and all the llebrew Christians 
offercd sacrifice and oblation at the Jewish teillple. 
(.Acts xxi. 20-26.) 
You speak of tHY private interpretation of Scripture. 
IIere you offer one, not only erroneous, but utterly 
un
upportcd by Catholio interpretation. 
v. \Yhy did you give no answer to nlY reference to 
the prophets? 

Iy arglllllent thel'efore l'enlains unrefuted. The 
Jewish Church ,\'"as declared to he fallible in the days 
of Isaiah, J eren1Ïah, E7ekiel, and 
lalachi. .. 
The J ewi
h Church resisted the teaching, and reject- 
ed the person of our Lord Jesus Christ. 
Therefore the Jewish Church was fallible an<1 
fell. 
Your fourth division is :- 
THE I

'ALLImLITï OF THE CATHOLIC CHt.:"RCH. 
I argued that the Catholic Church is not infal- 
lible : 
i. Because no greater necessity exists for an infal- 
lible tribunal now than under the old Jaw. 
ii. St. Paul tells the whole Catholic Church not to be 
high n1Ïnùed, but to fear, threatening her with the 
- danger of being cut off. CUOD1. xi. 20--22.) 
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111. ::\13. tt. xviii. 17, is 
p('aking of pPl'sonal cond net 
and of the exercise of discipliue, in a single congrega- 
tion. 
iv. l\Iatt. xvi. 18. n1eans no Inore than "the gates 
of the region of the dead," inasnnlCh as the word 
hades (hdl) is never applied to the abode of the 
devil. 
v. ::\Iatt. xviii. 19, 20, declares the perpetual exis- 
teHce of authorised teachers, but it does not declare 
their infallibility. 
The Jewish èhurch had the Saine teaching cOlnn1Ïs- 
sion, and the sanle Divine presence, and yet was fallible 
and fell. See ::\131. ii. 7; Ez. xxxiv. 18, 19; Jer. xxiii. 
11; Ez. viii. I G; I-Iag. ii. 4, 5. 
yi. John xiv. 1 G,. gives no greater pron1Ïsc to the 
_.\postles than what is promi3cù to the private Chris- 
tians in nOln. viü. 9; 2 Cor. xiii. 5; JolIn vi. 45. 
yii. 1 Tim. iii. 15 says no 1110re of the Christian 
than SOIOlTIOn. Isaiah, and J eren1Ïah had s
id of the 
Jewish Church, which the two latter describe as 
fallen. 
viii. Eph. iv. 11-15 does not teach infallibility for 
four 1"(',8,80115 :- 
1. The bestowal of a gift does not prove its being 
rightly used. 
2. Authority should not be confounded with infalli- 
hility. 
3. That which belongs to a whole, 8hould not be 
limi ted to a part. 
4. The UOluish interpretation denies the true centre 
of unity.. 
. ix. Parental authority is for the SaIne purposes as 
Church authority, and yet it is not infallible. 
To these you reply :- 
i. K 0 answer. 
ii. No answer. 
Your disappoiuted readers Inay well ask why? 
iii. Our Lord does not lin1Ït it to personal differences, 
but sums up in a general conclusion: "\Vhatsoever 
ye shall Lilld on earth shall be bound in heaven," &c. , 
iv. Hades (hell) in two passages (Luke x. 15, xvi. 
23) Ineans the deepest hell. 
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, RosennÜHlcr paraphra:;es the gates of hell, " the 
pùwers of Tartarus," &c. 
Our Saviour was not at that tinle speaking ahout the 
dead. 
v. Ezek. xxxiv". 18, IV, declares their personal pec- 
cability, not their teaching filllibility. 
,J ere xxiii. 11. 
Ko answer. 
Ezek. viii. 16. 
K 0 answer. 
lIag. ii. 45. The dwelling of God between the 
Cherubim, and, after the Captivity, with Iii::) people, 
is not to be compared with Chris.t's solemn parting 
"
ords, "Lo! I am with you always." :;'\Iatt. :xxviii. 
20.) 
:\Ial. ii. 7. 
K 0 answer. 
Ti. The prOlnise to pri'Tate Christians is only so long 
as they are faithful to hinl 
 but that to the ....\.postle
 
was fur ever. ( John xvi. ] 3.) 
vii. Provo ix. 1, 2, refers to a m'Tstical house. J ere 
yii. 4, &c., to a n1aterial teu1plc; but St. l>aul speaks of 
the Catholic Church. 
viii. No. 1. 
Ko answer. 
2. The HOlnish Church does not confou
1d authority 
with infallibility. 
3. ROll1e is the Cf'ntre of Catholic unity, and there- 
fùre a. part is not taken for the whole. 
4. It is a lllcre asser ion to say that Jesus Christ is 
the centre of unity, and not St. Peter and his suc- 
cessors. 
ix. Parents havp not the SaInc prOlllises that the 
Church has. 
To these answers, I reply :- 
i. ii. Fr0111 your not venturing an answer, I 31n en- 
titled to conclude that the Apostles' ,yarning is fearfully 

pplicable, H Thou also shalt be cut off.' , (l{01U. xi. 
22.) 
iii. Our Lord IXCIXDF:S p('r
onal differences, and 
hestows the P rOluise U 1 )on every sc r mratc ConOTerra- 
woo 
tion. 
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If, therefore, the promise confer infallibility, every 
feparate Congregation is infallible. 
Hut the Churc;h of Home adn1Ìts that eyery separate 
Congregation is not infallible, and therefore this pro- 
lllise doos not confer infallibility. 
'Yhat Diotrcphes bound on earth was not bound in 
heayen. (3 John D-] 1.) 
Therefore the prOlllise is to be lin1Ïted to its rightful 
exercise, and so does not confer infallibility. 
Luke x. 15, and xri. 23, both speak of the punish- 
nlent of lllen, and Inake no reference to the devil. 
Therefore these passages are inapplicable. I-Iaving 
failed to produce a single pa

age in which Hades (hell) 
is applied to the abode of batan, I mn warranted in 
concluding that you had no such passage to produce. 
HosenmÜller haying given llO proof, his assertion is 
worthless. 
I therefùre beg to re-state n1Y unrefuted argu- 
luent :- 
i. IIades (hell) is never applied to the abode of the 
deyil. 
ii. The only other place where the gates of hell is 
found in t;cripture, is interpreted in the Homish Bible 
the "Gates of the Region of the Dead." 
iii. The Devil is in the 'YorId and not in IIade
, 
"Y OUI adyersary the Devil as a roaring lion, walketh 
about seeking wl10nl l1e nlay devour. 1 Pet. 5. 8. 
'Therefore the Gates of Hades (hell,) cannot Inean any- 
thing but the Gates of the Uegion of the Dead, and our 
Lord's promise is that the grave shall not prevail against 
I-lis Church, but that she 111ay exclainl, "0 Grave, 
".here is thy victory?" 
Lastly, your own quotation proves that our Lord 
had his death and L'llrial in 'view; "FrOlll that t;me 
joì'fll began J e:3US to Ehow to his disciples that he must 
be killed and be 'raised agQ1.n tile Tldnl Day." 
v. Ezek. xxxiv. 18, 19., is not speaking of personal 
peccability, but of teaching: "1\Iy Hock eat that which 
ye have trodden with your feet." 
"Should not the shepherds FEED the flocks? v.
. 
'Yhen our Lord said to St. Peter, "feed my sheep," was 
he not speaking of teaching ? 
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Jer. xxiii. 11.; Ez. viii. 14.; llag. ii. 4, 5. "\Vhyare 
these passages not answered ? 
"I mn with you saith the Lord of Hosts." " l\Iy 
Spirit renulÏncth an10ng you, fear yc not." 
Is it not a daring blasphenlY to assert that the pre- 
sence of the Lord. of IIosts, and of the Holy Ghost, is 
less than tIle presence of the Lord Jesus? 1\la1. ii. 7. 
'Vhy is this passage not answered? 
vi. The prOll1iE.e to private Christians is as uncondi- 
tional as that to the Apostles. 
Indeed the one referred to by our Blessed Lord IS a 
promise of final salvation without any condition. 
Our Saviour quotes frOl11 Isa. live 9. 17.:- 
" For this is as the waters of Noah unto 111e: for fig 
I have sworn that the waters of Noah should no lllare 
go over the earth; so have I sworn that I will 110t be 
,vroth with thee, nor rebuke thee. For the 1110untains 
:3hall depart, and the hills he ren1oved: but l1lY kind- 
ness shall not depart frOll1 tlIee, neither shaH the coYe- 
nant of 111Y peace be renloved, sahh the Lord that hath 
l1lCrcy on thee. All thy children shall be taught of the 
Lord: and great shall be the peace of thy children. 
No weapon that is formed against thee shall prosper. 
This is the heritage of the servants of the Lord, and 
their righteousness is of Ine, sai th the Lord." 
Except you can prove the prOlnise to Noah (that 
there shall not again be a Hood), to be a conditional 
prûn1Íse, YI)U cannot make this blessed pIomise of 
eternal safety conditional. No, sir, those ,,,ho are 
taught of the Lord havl that bles
ed pr01nise, "I give 
unto then1 eternal life, AKD THEY SIL\.LL KEVEU PEIUSII." 
(John x. 28.) 
Your distinction, therefore, is utterly groundlefs, and 
even contradictory to our Lord 's expre
s words. 
In 2 Cor. xiii. 5, St. Paul declares that every true 
Christian has J ESCS CHRIST IX HDJ. 
Our bleRsed I/OI'd declares that he who eats his flesh, 
and drinks his blood, has ETERKAL life: were it possible 
for such a one to perish, he would not have eternal life, 
'hut MORTAL life. 
viii. Your attempted distinction between the mystical 
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house in Provo ix. and the l11aterial tcmple in J cr. yii. 
is utterly unfounded. 
"... as it the stones of the Tel11ple, tlwt stole, mur- 
dered, cOl1ul1itted adultery, burned incense to Baal, and 
walked after other gods? (J ere vii. 9.) 
The n1ystical house of wisdom, in Provo ix. ], was the 
Jewish Church. 
The stealing, n1urdering, adulterouf.1, bnal-,Yor
hip- 
ring, idolatrous h011se of Jcr. vii., was the saIne Church 
taIleu. 
viii. I. "11Y did you give no answer ? 
2. You haye confounded fiuthority with infaBibiJity. 
Thc pa
sfige says nothing of infi111ible teaching; it 
roJs that Christ gæce teachers for the work of the Inin- 
istry, hut it does not :::ay that thuse teachers exercised 
their office infallibly. 
3, 4. It is not merely Jny assertion that Jesus 
Christ, and not St. Peter of Roule, is the centre of 
unity. 
It is St. Paul who says so: "One Lorù,"--" 'Yho 
ga,'e Apostles, &c.," not aol vicar, and dependant Li:"JlOp
. 
That passage, therefore, remains an irreÜ-agable argu- 
ment agaiu8t any earthly centre of unity. 
ix. })al'cnts ha,.e the S3.lne duties as pastors, and they 
IWTc a larger prOluisc of success. . 
"
hY' did you not mcet that argument? 
To the quef'tion, 'Yhy there was 110 infallible Church 
fr0111 .1\'oah to 
Iose
, you answcr ; 
"Ocn DIVIXE L.\ WGlYER CHOSE TO COXFEP. rpox IllS 
CnenCH A SPECL\L PmYlLEGE." 
. I thank you for that adn1i8sion. By it you for eY
r 
glye up the argument fronl neces
ity. 
This admi:ssion is Eu Ílnportant that Y0U win forgive 
n1Y repeating it in a 
)'Uogistic f
)nn:- 
ni
hop Brown adll1Ït!-', that fi'OIll 1\oah to :Jlo
cs there 
was no infilJIible Church. 
But 111cn were saved during that time. 
Therefore, 
An intilÌ!ible Church is not nece

aIY to Ealn1tion. 
I thnnk you, sir, for that admission; let us hcar no 
nlOrc of necessi h
. 
llaving tlnts .disposed of the question of the infalli- 
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bilitr of the Catholic Church, I COlne to the 5th clivi. 
sion of your letter. 
D. S';'. J EP.O:\1 E ox THE .A.POCllïPHA. 
Upon this subject I gave the following nrgnnl('uts:- 
i. ðt. J erOllle cleelared that the Church excluded the 
...L\.pocrypha fronl the Canon. 
ii. lIe was not speaking of the Jewish Canon. 
iii. Even if he were, our Lord's confirmation of the 
Jewish Canon excludes the Apocryphal books frOln the 
Canon. 
IV. Could an infallible Church for fifteen hundred 
years be in possession of, anti in the constant use 
of hooks, and not know whether they wel'C insl)il'ed or 
not? 
Y. At the Council of Trent, ft)rty-three Inen set 
themselves agninst the Church's Canon of Scripture, 
and even against the authority of our Lord hÏ1nself: 
To these you reply:- 
i. X at defining then1 to be canonicnl does not declare 
then1 to be not inspired. 
ii. There was no Church canon of Scripture in St. 
JerOlne's days. 
The Shepherd of Hennas ""as neyer ac1u1itteù into 
the Canon by the Jewish Church. 
iii. Our blesscd baviour's appeal to the Jen ish 
Canon docs 110t deny t11e il1spira.tÏon of the A pocTyphal 
books. 
It is, howeycr, true that the Jews read and studil-"Cl 
those books as valuable religious books. 
ÍY. The Council of Hi
)po, A. D. 393, and the Council 
of Carthage, 397, inserteti the Apocrypha into the 
Canon. 
The general acceptance of the Apocryphal bo01(8 as 
canonical, rendered unnece
sary the decree of the 
General council. 
The K estorians and Eutychians receive the .L"'\..pocry- 
phal books as canonical. 
Y. It was not forty-three, but fifty-three men who 
C
>lllposed the CounciÌ of Trent, assisted by forty theo- 
logians. 
'-':i\Ir. Baylee is therefore neither a scholar nor a gen- 
tleluan for objecting to that Council. 
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vi. St. J erOlne refers to thenl as nlOre than sacred 
writings. 
To these I answcr :- 
i. You win find few per;;:ons to believe so lllonstrous 
a proposition as that an infallible Church could rcaa, 
study, and appeal to inspired books, anù yet not put 
theIll into the Canon. 
To reject thenl frolll being ndequate to prove the 
dogmas of religion is to deny their in
piration. 
But St. Jerome declared that the Church considered 
thel11 as inade'luate to that end. 
Thcrefore the Church rejected their inspiration. 
ii. There was a Church Canon in the days of St. 
J l'ronle. 
Eusebius informs us t.hat 
Ii]eto, ni
hop of Sardis, 
A. D. 160, was rcqnested by Ouesinlus "to IImke a per- 
fect catalogue of all the book
' that by eonlDlon consent 
of the Oriental Christians were receivcd as canonical 
parts of the Old Testmncl1t, and j'eturncd hin1 this 
answer, that he had diligently inquired into the num- 
ber and order of those bo
ks, and sent hÍIn the nmnes. 
)lileto's account of the Canon of the Chïi::;tiùn 
Church excludes the Apocrypha. 
St. Athanasius declal'es that the CHmSTL\
 Church 
had a Canon of Scripture, and c1aims the Oh1 Testa- 
lucnt, according to the J ewis1l Canon, as Christian 
Scriptures. 
IIis words are: "The whole Scripture of us Chris- 
tians is inspired; and the Bihle docs not consist of 
indefinite books, -but of defined and CA
O
IC
\L ones; 
and of the Old Tcst::nnent these are Genesis, Exodus, 
&c. (the :-:ame as the Protestant Canon.) lIe adds: 
" There are othe1 books of tIle Old Te...tament which 
.are not canonical, 'Visdom, &c." (the Apocryphal hook
.) 
lIenee St. Athanasiu:-< teaches the yery contrary to 
Bishop Brown; and declares that the Church had n 
Canon in his days, and that the Apocrypha was exclud- 
ed fr0111 that Canon. 
iii. If God had given inspired books to his Church, 
is it to be believed that the Son of Goel would not re- 
buke the Church for refusino- to recei,
e then1? 
a 
The consciences of our readers will be nlY bC'st 
an
'rer. · 
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iv. The councils of IIippo and Carthage, to which 
you refer, were, in reality, slllaU 111ectings of bi8hops to 
l't>gn1ate provincial ecclesiastical affairs. 
The regulations which were 111ude at those assClnblies 
"
ere lnerely local. 
They were llot.,received into the code of the A.frican 
Church. 
They therefore possess no authority. 
It is purely your own unsupported assertion that 
the Apocryphal books were generally received as cano- 
nical. I challenge you to produce Y01U' authorities 
for an assertion which you ought to know to be un- 
fouuded. 
It is indeed a strange argnnlent to refer to tho
e 
whOln you call heretics to settle the Cn.tholic Canon of 
Scripture. The N estorian and Eutycl1ian Canon arc 
not our subject of controver
y. 
'-. Neither forty-three nor fifty three Illen could con- 
stitute a general council. 
The forty-three or fifty-three, (or even one hundred 
111cn, as you alleg('.) at the Council of Tr
nt, could not 
raise it to the rank of a general council. 
They were indeed daI
ngly pre:'lunptuous to oppose 
the authority of forty-three Inca to that of the uniyer- 

al Church of Christ. 
If HOll1an Catholics would take the trouhle of study- 
ing the history of the COllllcil of Trent, they would 
discover the cIH'at that has l)ccn palmed upon theIne 
The fol1owin!r account, taken fì
OIn PaIlayicini, wiU 
surprise nUtl1Y C.H0111aIl Catholics: "In the general eOll- 
grc3'ation hellIon the 12th of Fcl)ruary, no decision 
was COBle to; and in that of February the 15 tll, so 
great was the confll
ion and difference of opini0n, that 
it becaInc ncce:3
ary to take the votes of each t.cpnratcly, 
flIllI by natHe. FrlJlll this scrutiny there appl'ared, as 
has been said, the 1110St perfect unanÏInity in receiving 

s callonical the usual hooks of Scripture; but as to 
adding an anathcIna ngainst such as refused to admit 
flU the ùeutcro-canollical writings, there was a differ- 
Cllce of sentiment; Cardinal Pacecho, alld with hill1 the 
legates and 11101'e than twenty of the Fathers being in 
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fayour of the anathema, while ::\Iadrucci, followed by 
fourteen of the bishops, opposed it." 
vi. Yon ]lavc produceù no evidence that St. Jerome 
ever cited the Apocrypha as canonical. 
This is our only question respecting them. It is 
therefore an indisputable fact that HOBle has ùeparteJ 
frOlll the Catholic Canon of Scripture. 
The 11cxt division of your letter i
:- 
vii. TUE CLE)IEXTIXE ilTrnGY. 
'{TPOll this important paIt of the controYer
y D1Y 
repEl's were:- 
Î. If the host he God it oug1Ü to he wOT
hippea. 
nut thc prÍlllitive Liturgy did not direct the worsl)ip 
of the host. 
Therefore the primitive Church dill not believe the 
host to be God. 
The expression "IToly thing are for 110ly per song," 
is not the worship of the h0St. 
ii. The doctrine of transubstantiation is not found in 
the Clementine Liturgy. 
iii. Prayer to God the Father alonc, in the presence 
of God the Son, would he in1pidy. 
i,r. Yon adduce no P art of the C]en1cntine LituTf!v 
'--'of 
which offers up the host after consecration. 
v. The sin-offering could not be eaten. 
Therefore the Eucharist is not a sin-offering. 
yi. :Bishop Gillis contradicts ni
llOp Brown In t11e 
application of the rites of the olcllaw. 
yii. St. Pnul parallclizes tIle offering upon t]1e cro
s 
with the sin-offering, and the I..ord'
 supper with the 
11eacc.-offering. 

'iii. Pray fOT the dead is not prayer t<? the deml. 
ix. The Cleln{
ntine connnc111uration of the dead is 
not the SaIne as the UOlni::;h prayer for the suifel'ing 
ùead. 
x. 'VJIJ 3re the Pope and the Blessed '
irgin not 
n1cntioned? 
xi. IIow can sin-defilcd beings ha,'c ll1crit before God? 
To these you answer:- 
i. The Doxology, "Glory to Gü<.1 in tne J1jgl1cst." 
" IIosannah to the Son of Da,'iù." 

 lIe hath appearc'<.l 
unto u
." 
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"ITosannah in the hiQ:hcst," is a continuance of the 
prayer, "IToly things a
e for holy pers0ns." 
ii. The Bishop's prayer, '" ,r e beseech thee that thou 
,,
ilt graciously look down upon the
e gifts, that we set 
before thee, and wilt send do'n1 thy Holy 
pirit upon 
this sacrifice, the ,-itness of the sutfering3 of the Lord 
.J c
us, that he nUlY Inake this bI ead tIle body of thy 
Christ, this chalice the blood of thy Christ, that aU 
that are partakers thereof 11lay obtain ren1Îssion of 
sins," is sOlnething that looks ycry like transubstantia- 
tion, and yery like a 
in-off('ring. 
iii. Christ was visibly present, and yet taught the 
disciples to pray to God the Father. (
\lat. vi.) 
iv. So answer. 
Y. The Lord's Supper is only a sin-offering as apply- 
ing to our souls the :satisfaction of the one oblation on 
the Cross. 
vi. Bishop Brown does not contradict Bishop Gilli
. 
vii. X 0 answer. . 
viii. The Xestorians and Entychians prayed to the 
dead, which they could not have done hatl" they not 
borrowed the practice fÌ"0l1l Catholics. 
These heretics tell us of the helief of the Basils, the 
Gregorys, the Cyrils, the Cyprians, the Polycarps, the 
apostolic disciples. 
ix. 1\11'. Baylee takes no notice of the important1 
,yords which Bishop Brown actually citc'.l with thosë 
,vhich precede then1 after con
ecration, (viz.,) "Let us 
COlllmelllorate the holy lllartyrs, that we 11lay l11crit to 
share in their trilunphs." " Let us pray for those who 
are dep
ll.ted in the faith." There the different clas5cs 
are distinguished of those in hea yen who are conuaemo- 
'rated, of the other departed souls to Wh0111 prayers are 
offered. 
x. The pope is 111entioned "For our bishop Clement 
and his diocese." 
xi. It has a luere citation froIH the Liturgy. 
To these I reply:- 
i. The Do:s..clogy, "Glory to God in the highest, 
&c.," is not the worship of the host. 
Therefore, the Clenlentine Liturgy does not teach 
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the worship of the host, inasmuch as this is the only 
11lace you cite. 
ii. That prayer does not teach transubstantiation; Í<)r 
in the prayer after consecration, the deacon is conl- 
luanded to say again and again, "Let us pray to Got1, 
through his Christ, for the gift that is brought to the 
LOld God that the good God n1ay receive it through 
the n1cdiation of his Christ, nnto his heavenly altar, 
for an odour of a sweet savonr." 
So far is the Liturgy fronl teaching transubstanti3.- 
tion, that after the in
ocation of the Holy Ghost upon 
the elements, they are 
tin considcred 111erely as a 
gift brought to the Lord, and accepted through the 
mediation of Christ in heaven. 
Equally Ùr is the Liturgy frOIn teaching a sin- 
offering. 
_-\.s I have already said, prayer for the remission of 
sins is very different tì'om a sin-offering. 
iii. The Lord's Prayer is not excluFively to God 
the Father, and therefore the reference to it does not 
11rove that Christ directed worship only to God the 
:Father. 
I did not expect that ...A_rian arglunent fron1 a Ronuln 
Catholic Bishop. 
The kingdOlll for which we are taught to pray in the 
Lord's Prayer, in Christ's king-dOIn. 
Therefore, ,vhen we say, " Thy kingdom conle," we 
are praying to Christ. 
So St. Paul teaches us, "The Lord Jesus Chri
t 
shall judge the quick and the dead at his appearing anel 
his kingdOll1." (2 Tinl. iv. 1.) 
iv. You still leave unanswered the façt so fatal to 
Romanists, that there is no oblation of the host after 
COllsecra tion. 
Y. It is not the sin-offering but the peace-offering 
which applies the benefits of the sin-offering, as I have 
already proved by St. Paul's reference to the J\Iosaic 
law." (1 Cor. x. 18.) 
I n10st joyfully agree with you that the sacrifice in 
the Lord's Supper is to be united by faith with the 
perpetual presentation of his own blood, which Christ 
is making in heaven. 
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But this is not an offering for sin, but "a sacrifice 
of praise anù thanksgiving," a Eucharist acceptable 
through the luediation of Christ. 
vi. Bi
hop Gillis said, the rites of the old law were 
to be pressed upon the sacrifice of the new dispen:,a- 
tion 
 Bishop Brown says they are not. 
Therefore, Bishop Gillis and Bi
hüp Brown contra- 
dict each other. 
vii. 'Yhy did you not answer about St. Paul's refer- 
ence to the peace-offering? 
viii. I asked for any Catllolic evidence that the prin1i- 
tive Church prayed to the dead. 
Yon reply that ancient heretics did so; and therefore 
the Basils, Polycarps, &c., 111USt have done so 1 
1
 our readers will think this truly strange reasoning. 
I challenged you to bring forward one quotation. 
frmn the Catholic authors of prin1Ítive antiquity, to 
show that the priluitive Church prayed to the deaù, 
and you tell 111e in reply, heretics diù so 1 
ix. In your ninth answer, I have to charge you with 
vcry serious n1Ïsquotation, so as totally to alter the 
l11caning of the Liturgy which you profess to cite. 
You quote :-- The real "Tords are:- 


"Let us commemorate the holy 
martyrs that 'we may merit to share 
in their triumphs. 
U Lt't us pray for tho:,e who are 
departed in the faith." 


" Let U!i\ relll p m"bpr the holy marh'rii 
that we may be thClu
ht .wurth): tl.l 

harc in thl'Ír stru(lYh-. 
"Let us pra) for those '" ho are at 
rest in the taÍtÌl." 


I-Iow could you expect to escape detection in so SC3n. 
dalous a lnistrallslation, nnù in building a false doctrine 
upon that nlÏstranslntioll? 
The Liturgy says no lHore than "Be followers of 
thelu, who through faith and patience inherit the pro- 
mises. " 
1
 our mistranslation was the lTIOre inexcusable, as the 
J..Jatin version with which the original is accOll1panied, 
renders the worùs exactly as I do. 
x. I haye again to cOll1plain of suppression in your 
answer to No. 10. Ilw,d asked why the pope is not 
Inentioned. Your readcrs would under5tantl by nlf 
question not 1he simple bishop of one diocese, but the 
suprenlC head of the Church. 



'l'nE REV. J. DAYJ.EE'S THIRD LETTEr.. 149 


Not finding any l11ention of the Bishop of TIonlc in 
the Clenlentine Con1munion office, without giving any 
notice that you were going to a different office, you 
quote part of a sentence, mnitting those parts which 
oyerthrow the idea of papal suprelllacy. 
The whole passage is, "Let us pray for the whole 
epi.scop
te under heaven of those who are rightly divid- 
ing the word of thy truth; and for our bishop James 
and his parisl1Cs, let us pI'a}'"; and for our bishop Cle- 
nlent and his parishes, let us pray; and for Ollr bishop 
Enodius and his parishes, let us pray; that the merci- 
ful God 1nay grant theln to be in his Holy Churches in 
health, honour, and long life; and 111ay 111ake their old 
age honourable in picty and righteousness." 
Thus you single out CleIl1ent bishop of R01l1e as if 
he were spoken of as pope, whereas he is only second on 
the list of bishops and their parishes. 
Is anything nlore evident, than that Cle1l1ent was 
only one anIongst the bishops, their equal and no more, 
not having even t11l
 honour of primacy? 
'Yhy have you said nothing of the onlission of the 
nmne of the Bles
ecl Virgin? 
xi. Your reference to hun1an merit was not a mere 
citation fron1 the Liturgy; I have shown that it was a 
discreditable 1nistranslation. 
And thus, sir, I have followed you through all your 
obc;;ervations on the primitive Liturgy of the Catholic 
Church; a Liturgy which you acknowledge bears the 
nanIe of Clelllent, the bishop of Rome, who is lllcn- 
tioned by St. Paul in Phil. iv. 3, as his fellow-labourer. 
I have shown that. that yenerable Liturgy condemns 
the ]10111a1 n1Îssal in the following particulars :- 
i. It has no sin -offering. 
ii. It has no adoration of the host. 
iii. It denies transubstantiation. 
iy. It n1akes the bishop of Ron1e only equal to other 
bishops
 naming hiD1 second. 
Y. It has no nlentiOl1 of the Blessed .Yirgin. 
Ti. It has no prayers to the dead. 
yii. It has no confession of sin to creatures ill the 
wor
hip of Almighty God. 
yiii. It has no prayer for the suffering dead. 
11 
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ix. It has no mention of the relics or merits of saints, 
as rendering our worship acceptable. 
x. It gives the wine to all the cOlnnlunicants. 
; xi. A deacon adn1Ïnisters the cup. 
vV ould to God that ROlne ,voulù cast a;way her inno- 
vated Inissal, a
ld reSUll1e the venerable cOl1llllunion 
office ascribed to her own ClenlentI 
I now con1e to the seventh part of your lotter:- 
vii. TIlE SY:\1BOL OF NICE. 
On this subject, I charged the Church of ROlnc 
with a departure fro111 Catholic antiquity in her public 
confession of faith; that she had unlawfully introduced 
new articles as a condition of mombership, and so, upon 
l1er doctrine, as the condition of salvation. 
I stated that the question ,vas not, whether those 
added articles ,vere true 01' false, but whether the 
Church of Ronle had power to propose ne,v conditions 
of salvation. 
The Apostles', Nicene, and .Athnnasian Creeds are 
not diflerent articles of faith, but they are the san10 
articles differently expressed. The Kicene Creed ex- 
pands tho Apostolic statement of the divinity of the 
Son. The Athanasian is an expansion of the SaIne doc- 
trine. But neither the Kicene, nor the Athanasian 
syn1bol, delivers an article of fàith, as essential to salva- 
tion, that is not contained in the .Apostles'. 
The creed of Pope Pius IV. propounds to the Chris- 
tian Church several ne,v articles of fai th to be believed 
undor pain of dan1natiC'n. 
That creed could not have been the symbol of faith 
before it 'was ,vritten, that is, in the yeal" 1564. 
I have already proved frOlll the 8tat(,111cnt of the 
Council of Trent, that the Nic
ne symbol was the creed 
of the Church for 1200 years. 
l\Iy argnnlcnt was this:- 
If the added articles ,vere not essential to salva- 
tion before the year 15G4, they could not be essential 
nO'w. 
I challenge you to produce a single Catholic Father 
,vho delivers anyone of the following modern ROlllan 
additions as articles of faith essential to salyation. 
i. Apostolic and ecclesiastical tradi tion
. 



THE HEV. J. BAYLEE'S THIRD LETTER. 151 


ii. The observances and constitutions of the Church. 
iii. The patristic COlnmcnts on sacred Scripture. 
iv. The received rights of the Catholic Church. 
v. Due honour and veneration to the in1ages of 
t:aints. 
vi. Obedience to the ROlnan Pontiff. 
vii. .A11 the decrees of the general Councils. 
" Thi3 is the true Catholic fitith, '\vithout which no 
one can be 5a vcd." 
Pope Pins IV. adds:- 
"Lct no one ò are to infringe this page of our .will 
and cOllllnand, or to oppose it by any rash attell1pt. If 
anyone shall dare to attcn1pt this, let hilll know that 
he will incur the indignation of Almighty God, and of 
the blessed Peter and Paul his Apostles. 
" Given at Ron1e, at St. Peter's, in the year of our 
Lord's incarnation, 1564." 
This is the question to which you shouhl have ad
 
dresscd yourself, to cOllyince our readers that a nUU1 
,\'ho trusts his whole bcing to the Saviour who died for 
him, n1u
t 1e everlastingly ùamned if he refuse due 
vencration to the wooden iUUlge of St. Anthony or St. 
DOlUillic ! 
Alas, sir! whcre is C01111110n 
cn
e to he found? Are 
we in t
le barbarisll1 of DruidÜnn, or in the light of the 
19th century? 
Your eighth division is- 
THE SUPRL\L\.CY OF TIlE n,o:
\L\.N Sr:E. 
Your answers to IHY arglllllents are:- 
i. The canon declares that the "whole prill1:1cy and 
the chief honour, according to the canons, should he 
Inaintainec1 by the Archbiöhop of ROlne." 
ii. Du Pin is of as little authority with you as l\lr. 
Bcnnett, of St. Barnabas, is to 111e. 
iii. You COKJECTGHE that Hosius was the Pope's 
legate. 
These are indeed feeble answers to the arO"Ull1ents 
. 0 
agmnst ROlnan supren1acy, which that decree furnishes. 
i. Priulacy is not supremacy. 
ii. Bishop Brown's disparagement of so el11Ïl1ent a 
scholar as Du Pin ouO"ht to weiO"h ver y littl
 with n. 
o 0 
thoughtful UOluall Catholic, when he is informed that 
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Du Pin received the highest approbation frmn the 
doctors of the So1'bonne, the 11108t enlÏnent theological 
body which the Church of HOllie ever possessed. 
iii. Conjectures that llosius was the Pope.s legate are 
of no value. 
In argulnent one requires proofs. 
A lnuch 1nore plausihle conjecture for Hosius.s hon- 
ourable distinction is Constantine's particular favour 
towards him. 
Our readers will, I hope, renlenlber that you haxe 
not yet offered any real answer to the fatal objection to 
the Pope's suprenlacy furnished by the Nicene Canon. 
The ninth division is :- 
ix. UOUE SCIIIS
IATIC
\.L: ST. PETER. 
Under this head nlY argllll1ents were:- 
i. The prOlnise of perpetuity is to the whole Church. 
ii. Separate parts are threatened with excision. 
iii. Home has no special pron1Ïses. 
iv. ROlne has no clainl above Antioch. 
Y. St. Peter has no special prOlnises. 
, vi. No special prerogatives were given to hinl by the 
Apostles. 
vii. St. Paul declares hinlself, and not St. Peter, to 
be the Apostle to the Gentiles. 
Your replies are:- 
i. The whole twelve are l1lentioned, with one as their 
head. 
ii. Y ou ano"
 this. 
iii. K 0 answer. 
iv. The last place "here St. Peter 'vas bishop ought 
to have precedence above the first. 
v. Not necessary to enter upon. 
vi. No answer. 
vii. No an::;wer. 
And is this really all rou have to say upon the Yer)'" 
hinge uf the whole ROlllan authority? You offer not a 
shado,v of proof that St. Peter ,vas Bishop of H0111e. 
Prilnitive antiquity is silent upon the point; and 
thus the very foundation of HOllle'S claillls is baseless. 
You cannot be ignorant that there is really no his. 
torical evidence that St. Peter ever was Bishop of TIOlllC. 
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l
nscbius declares Linus to have bcen the first Bishop 
of HOlue. 
Hespecting St. Peter's being the rock, the Illcre as- 
sertion that Christ appointed a head to his ChUICh is of 
no value. 
limy can you say that St. Augustine did not change 
hi,:; opinions when he himself calls his whole book RE- 
Tll.\CT A TIOKS. 
Your observations upon the Scriptures cited by 1ne 
31'e so totally beside the question, that I anI quite 
content to reteI' our readers Lack to IllY fonner obser- 
va tiol1s. 
They cannot but see where the truth is. 
The ten th division is:- 
x. t;cPEnSTITlON AXD IDOLATRY. 
Under the head of superstition your onlyargnnlcnt 
is to call me blasphenlous and irreverent, because I think 
it is degrading the blessed Son of God to pretend to 
1ring hiIn clown ii-Olll heayen to earth) and to offer hinl 
up in sacrifice to cure a sick cow. 
I lllay well leave your answer to the judgn1ent of 
our I:eaders. 
Gnder the l1ead of idolatry you offer certain refÌne- 
111cnts about creature worship and the worship of the 
Creator. 
Yon deny creature worship to be idolatry except it 
is intended to be Creator worship. 
You enden,vour to parallelize the religious worship 
offered to the blessed .Virgin with the civil hOlllage 
given to kings, &c. 
Ah! sir, this vindication will not satisfy any one who 
reflects on the awfulness of saying that all angé1s and 
archangels, all cherubim and seraphirn continually do 
cry, "HOLY, HOLY, HOLY l\IARY, BEGETTER OF GOD, 
)IOTHEU AXD '....IP.GIN." 
K 0, sir! there is a voice in every Dlan' s conscience 
tclling hinl that this is bla
phenlous idolatry. 
Indeed you feel ashmllcd of it yourself, for you again 
tax me with a morbid appetite for 11asphemy and irrc- 
verence, fvrgetting that your readers will conjecture the 
reason of your unsuitable language. 
You also tax TIle with not keeping to honourable dis- 
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cuss ion in appealing to books which have not received 
the fOrInal sanction of the Church. 
Kow, sir, I beg our readers to attend particularly to 
this charge, that they l1my f:ee the uncertainty of HOllli
h 
teaching. 
i. Bonayenture was a llOlnan carùinul, and canonized. 
ii. I-Ie took the book of P
alnl
, and arlapted to the 
Viro-in 1\Iarv the lanO'uaO'e which has been addressed to 
1":) J b 0 
God. 
iii. That book ,vas published in several successiye 
edi tions. 
AUlOngst others at TIonle in the 'T
ttican in A.D. IJÜG. 
iv. It was Ie-published a few years since unJer the 
auspices of Pope Gregory XVI. 
Yet ,,,hen a Protestant appeals to th
 work of a 
canonized ltol11an cardinal, a work patronized by suc- 
cessiye popes, the Hon1Ïsh advocate taxes his opponent 
,,-itlt dishonøur, and denies t.he authority of the book. 
To ,,'hat inconsistencies are Inen reduced when they 
build upon an inlpossible fuundation ! 
But you offer a scriptural defence, which I shall ta1.;:e 
the liberty of sinlply stating :-- 
Abrahmll bowed down his head to the chilJren of 
IIeth, and Obadiah bowed his head to Elijah. 
Therefore we may belieye that all angels, all cherubim 
and ::;eraphiul continually do crJ, "lID]}'", holy, holy 
l\Iary, begetter of God, 1\lothe1' and Virgin, have HlCrcy 
npon us, we trust in thee I"
 
And, sir, in attell1pting to snpport this argUl11ent you 
actually degrade the SOH of God to the rank of a created 
angel. 
The cternal Son of God appeare<l to Joshua at 
Jericho, and denmnded froln hiDl divÏIle hOlllage; and 
you, ,vho profess to believe in the divinity of your 
Saviour, cite that case as an exanlple of creature wor- 
ship. 'Yhat would the blessed Athanasius and the 
Kicene fathers have said of such an interpretation? 
The eleventh head is:- 
xi. COKFESSIOX. 
U naer this head you again evade the proof.
. 
They are too disgusting awl abon1Ïllable for me to 
publish, cyen in Latin. 
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But I offer to prove. in the presence of tweìve respect- 
able husbands and fathers :- 
i. Priests are bound to ask obscene and polluting 
questions of all females, moral and in1!nora
. . 
ii. All females are bound to explaIn, wIth reyoltIng 
minuteness, subjects which ought to strike any woman's 
mind with horror. 
iii. No heathen classic is a thousandth part so pallut- 
infJ" as Hon1ish books of devotion. 
o 
8ir, these are awful accusations! "ill you venture to 
put them to the test? 
. The twelfth head is :- 
xii. JL'STIFICATIOX. 
Under this head your replies are :- 
i. Justification has several nlcanings, e. g., 
The law. (Ps. cxix.) 
An increase of justice. (Rev. xxii. 11.) 
The acquisition of justice. (1 Cor. vi. 11.) 
ii. It is impious to ascribe justification to faith alone. 
iii. St. Paulillcrely excluded the l\Iosaic cereu10nial 
la W". 
To these I answer :- 
i. Your first and second I'eferences have nothing to 
do with the'question. They do not even speak of jus- 
tification. You were led into the error by confounding 
just with justify. 
A just man nlcans one who conforms to God's law. 
A justified luan is one who is brought to trial and 
acquitted. 
The third reference confounds justification with sanc- 
tifkation. 
ii. It is not I, but St. Paul, who ascribes ju;tification 
to faith alone. 
Your dissertation about co-existent grace does not 
touch the question. 
A l11an cannot have a living faith without works, yet 
with is not works; neither does it follow that hi5 works 
form the ground of his justification. 
Indeed St. Paul decides the question: "EYen as 
David also describeth the blessedness of the 1]1an, unto 
"ho1l1 God IMPCTETH RIGHTEO"C"SXESS WITHOCT WORKS, say- 
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iug, Blessed are they whose iniquities are forgiven, and 
whose sins are covered." (HO.HI. iv. G, 7.) 
iii. St. Paul could not be referring to tIle cerell10nial 
law, inaSll1Uch as he spoke of the law which brings in 
ALL TIlE WORLD guilty before God. (Ronl. iii. 19.) 
The cerell10nial law was not for all the world, but 
only for the Jews. 
You have left entirely unanswered the argnIl1cllts 
about justification, which I need not here repeat, con- 
tenting myself with .l:efcrring our readers to nlY foriner 
letter. 
The thirteenth head is:- 
xiii. THE CELIBACY OF TIlE CLERGY. 
Under this head you do not even attel11pt an answer 
to IllY argunlcnts. 
You nlcrely say that it is lawful for a lnall to l11ake 
a vow; as if the Church enforcing a vow was the Sa111e 
thing as a DUtIl'S yoluntarily 111aking a yow. 
I shallillerely, therefore, re-state the argnnlent :- 
i. Celibacy is recollul1ended. not to the clergy but to 
the laity, in all the places of the X ew Tcstau1cnt where 
it is referred to. 
ii. )Iarriage is reconunenc1ed to hif:hops; and llaving 
his children and household well-regulated, is given by 
the 1Io1y Ghost as one qualification of a Christian 
nlÎnlster. 
iii. 
'orhidding to lllarry is a departure frOlll the 
faith, the work of seducing spirits. 
iv. St. Peter was a InalTieù nlall. 
Y. 
Iarriage is honourable in alL Therefore in the 
clergy. 
The fourteenth head :- 
:xi,r. READIXG THE BIBLE. 
IT our only answer is that this is a tel11porary point of 
disci pline. 
Its tilue, however, has not yet passed, although our 
Saviour's conulland is plain enough, "ðL\.HCH TIlE 
SCRIPTL"R ES." 
The fifteenth head is :- 
XY. PAPAL UO
IE THE BABYLON OF THE ..ApOCALYPSE. 
Under this head you are especially indignant with 
me, taxing l11e with relying on 111Y own infallibility; 
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with asserting, 'without the sen1blance of proof, that 
Papal Homc is the Babylon of the 
\.pocalypse. 
I 3111 not quite 80 destitute of proof as you in1agine. 
St. J erOll1e Jived in the fifth century, one hunùreù 
years after the empire had bccOIne Christian. 
In his epistle to .:\Iarcella, inviting her to the Inonastic 
life, HE DECL_\m::s l{O)IE TO DB THE B.\.BYLOX OF THE Al'O- 
C.\L YP
E. 
In this he followed the opinion of Tertullian, and 
docs not think ROlne ceased to be Babylon because she 
had bCCOlne Papal. 
Cardinal BeBarn1Ïne adn1Íts ROll1C to be B3bylon. 
EuscLius, St. AUf!ustine, Orosius, the ycnerable 
Bede, and indeed a host of cornnlCntators, with one 
voice hold the same opinion. 
Our Roman Catholic readers wouIù do wen 
eriou
]y 
to consider this question, and to weigh well that voice 
of God, re
pectillg ßabylon, "COllE OCT OF HER, llY 
PEorLE." 


I haye thus, Right Reyerenc1 Sir, brought to a clo
e 
this first division of our controversy. I connllend it 
nuw to God, and to the prayerful and dispassionate 
judgment of our readers. 
I have written as in his 
iQ:ht, and lay what I lun-e 
written at his feet. lIe wÙI bles::; it "for His Son's 
sake. 
I an1 noW' ready, according to our original arrange- 
ment, as proposed by yourselt: to hear what you have 
to say against the Sixth .Article of tbe Church of 
EngJand, 
A.fter we shall have discussed that point I plopo
e 
for our next suhject of discu
sion,- 
THE r
OOFS, FHO)I PTIDIITIYE AXTlQ"CITY) OF FRA YEI
S TO 
THE DEAD AXD TO THE BLESSED 'YIRGIX. 
I tru
t the discussion of the whole contrOT"ersy be- 
tween the two Churches will be productive of incal- 
culable benefit. I rejoice greatly that a }{Olllan Catholic 
Bishop has thus COlne forward. 
,r e both occupy in this business a positiun of the 
1110St solenln respon
ibility. For eT"ery feeling, eyery 
thought) every word) we shall yet have to give account. 
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)Iay we be enabled so to continue this controyersy 
that we lllay give that account with joy and not with 
grief: 


I remain, night nCY. Sir, 
l
 our fiti thful scryan t, 


.. 


JOSEPH B_1 YLEE. 


St. Aidan's, 6th 1\Iarch, lÐ51. 
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Tlti1yl Letter to the Rei.. Joseph Ba!Jlee. 


llcycrenc1 Sir, 
Yon proye yourself a bold man, ,,-hen, in the fi1ce 
of so nluch palpable nlÏsrepresentatioll, scurrility, and 
blasphclny, as were contained in your first two lctter
, 
urged not agaipst 111e personally, but again
t tIle reli- 
gious sentÌ1nents of the Catholic ,,"odd, and felt by 
lllany readers of the Catlwlic Standal.J to be so foul, so 
false, and FO reTolting to their feelings, that they re- 
monstrated with the editor against the insertion of 
your letters, you lecture Ine on good behaviour towards 
you. 'Yhat, sir, would you haye nle do? Do you 
think that I ought to ,,-rite you down as nleek, and 
honest, and truthful,-as attentiye to the courtesies of 
controyersy, which we had agreed to ob:--en-e, and 
which I should have been faitllful to nmintain; or ought 
I not rather to correct you, if possible, by justly 
tigma- 
tising your conduct, and to caution others against 
delusion by setting before thenl your unjust artifices? 
l\Iay not, howeyer, your strictures be an inlÏtation 
of the dodge of those cunning fellows, who, when de- 
tected and threatened with the police, seek to escape 
hy turning round on their pursuer, and crying out, 
h Stop thief I" 
'Yhat facts have you to allege? 
1. You as
ert here, and near the conclusion of your 
present letter, that I "actually deb--ade the bl
:3seJ 
b<lviour to the rank of a created angel." Of cour
e 
you allude to my reference to Joshua, v. 1 J; and if 
your interpretation of Scripture be infallible, I am 
guilty. Bút, as you are hound to allow ll1e the exerci
e 
of my judgnlC'nt, I beg to reply, that the interpretation 
which ùiscoyers, in ,. the Captain of the LOld's Jlost,
' 
only a chief angel, is neither lloyel, nor singular, nor 
preSuDlptuoUS. It is held by the Habbi J archi, by the 
Protestant Le Clerc, by ßOlltTerius, and Caltl1et cites 
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to the snn1e effect St. Augustine, St. Fi1]gel1tius, and 
St. J erOlnc, adding that it is the general sentinlent of 
conHllentators. 
2. l
 ou accuse n1e that" I interpolate your words," 
by slipping in "Priestly 
\.uthority" for" ROlllan Infal- 
libility." If, by your intention, is to be deterInined the 
lueal1ing of your l;tter, I luust here too plead guilty; 
lJut not so, if Jour n1eaning is to be detern1Íned by the 
ordinary rules of construction. You wrote, "The voice 
of the Church disclainls IT." There was no antecedent, 
that I could discover, by which the meaning of "it" 
,,-as linlÌted, other than "such a claiut." K o,v this 
cl
inl is expre
sly described under yarious fOrIns, one of 
which is, H tbey luUSt not hope for IIeaven, except 
through the intervention of 'priestly authority.'" 
'Yhen, therefore, JOu said, "the yoice of the Catholic 
Church discb.illls it," I could see no other nleaning of 
your words, than that the yoice of the Catholic Church 
cli3claillls, inte1. alia, "priestly authority." Your ex- 
planation, now given, I mn ".illing to accept; and 
knowing what JOu intended to say, I can, with borne con- 

idcratioll, explain your language in that sense. l
 et, no 
less do I charge it as a n1Ís-staten1ent, that "the voice 
of the Catholic Church discIailll.3 ROlllan Inf:'lllibility." 
It is a fact, glaring froin eyery page of ancient eccle- 
sia
tical histury, that the Universal Church eyer insist- 
ed upon ill::;tallt subillis
ion, internal as ll1uch as exter- 
nal, to her teaching authority. 


nO
rAX IXF ALLIDILITï. 
1. l
 ou substitute, for your for111er n1i
replesentation 
of IllY arglullent, but ".ithout apology for retractation, 
a different syllogistic fOrill, the major premise of which 
is "an infallihle Church is necessary." As subversive 
of this proposition, you put forward a syllogisln, 
(nothing can be better for the easy detection of errcr 
than tv reduce it to a syllogisln,) quite unique of its kind. 
"An inf
lllible Church is not necessary. There was 
no infallible Church frOln K oah to......J esus Christ. 
Therefore an infallible Church is not necessary to lnunan 
Falyation. " 
IIow' the teellling blunders of this syllogism could 
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escape you, astonishes DIe! The nlerest tyro in logic 
could not fail to detect them, and to wonder how such a 
form of reasoning could be seriously proposed by any 
Illan, least of all by one whose profcssion is that of a 
teacher of eternal truths. 
1. The conclusion is not sinlply contained in the 
11lajor prelnise, but is actually identical ,yith it, 
the lattcr not having an idea nlore or lcss than is 
exp1'cssed in the former! It anlounts to this:-"" An 
infallible Church is not necessary; theref01'c, an infallible 
Church is not necessary;" which is a pure absurdity in 
11latter of logic, but not an inept illustration of the rea- 
soning by which bigots proye our errors: "The Popish 
rpligion is blind and false; tlw1'eforc, it is blind and fitl
e." 
2. You hayc no 111Ïdllle tern1 whatever, by which the 
subject and predicate of your conclusion l1laY be te3ted. 
The Church, frml1 Koah to Christ, neither was nor is, 
whether in whole or in part, the Church of the Cleis- 
tian dispensation, which alone can be nleant by the 
Church of Christ. 
3. If, in other respect
, such construction of a 
fo:rllogi
ll1 were not an absurdity, it ,,'ould be so 
hy its having JOlt}' tenns, instead of thrce, and thereby 
it coulll prove nothing. IIow can you pretend to 
draw a conclu
ion conccrning the alleged fallibility 
of the Church that is, frmn the alleged infallibility 
of a different Chuch that was? I scarcely ventured 
to look f("Jl
 so conclusive a spccÏ1nen of your style of 
reasoning, which HIllst surely open the eyes of your 
adlÙirers by this self.expo"ure: but I have dwelt upon 
its analysis, because it represents the process of mental 
incubation, which connllonly gives life to the K 0- 
Popery bantling. If it were not torturing a fly upon 
the wheel, I would add, that the lninor proposition, on 
which the conclusion ought to rest, is asserted with 
pOll1pOnS confidence, and thus handed over to the inlpli- 
cit credence of those who repose their belief on your 
authority:-" there was no infallible Church fronl Koah 
to Chri:t." Now, neither in your preceding letter, 
nor in this, do you contend against the argument 
,yhich I urged, in 11lY first reply, in favour of the Infal- 
libility of the Church in the 
Iosaic dispensation; and, 
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though it belongs not strictJy to our present discussion, 
I alll quite satisfied that, by the prophetic gifts of the 
Patriarchs, and the superintendence of the Divine 
Spirit, adequate provision was vouchsafed for preserving 
the true 111eaning of revelation f1"0111 Admn to 1\loses, 
. 
mnongst the chosen people of God. 
II. You argne that the prin1Ïtive creeds say nothing 
of an infallible Church. Did I, sir, assert the contrary? 
Certainly not. \Vhy, then, raise a shadow, that you 
lllay seenl to destroy it? .Jly argull1ent was, that 
SOJne infallible Church is necessary; and that this Church, 
neces
arily infallible, is the l
01nan Catholic only, 
because, "she alone po
scsses the characters assigned to 
the true guide by the prin1Ïtive creeds." But did I 
state that, amongst those characters, one "Tas Infalli- 
bility? To pretend to prove that the Ran1an Catholic 
Church is intallible, sin1ply because, by the Creeds, the 
true Church is infallible, ,,
ould be a luere begging of 
the question, and deserve to be classed, as an arglunent, 
".ith yonr fainons syllogis111. So, sir, I did nothing of 
the kind! 1\ly arglunent, which you conveniently 
overlook, "Tas this :-T11e tì'lte Clu'istian Clnlì'ch lllUst 
1e infallible; and this I proved by ericlences ?chich, f1'om 
fil"st to last, YOZt h(t1
e not iJi, the slightest uWJHW1' noticed. 
K ow, God cannot be supposed to have left us ,vithout 
]neans, suitable to ordinary capacities, of discovering 
this Infallible Church. .Accordingly "
e find her 
described, in the Apostles' and Nicene creeds, by four 
characters-Unity, IIoljness, Catholicity, and Apostoli- 
city. .A..scertain to w 1 Üch Church exclusiycly these 
four characters apply, and you have disc"overed the 
infalli ble guide. 
In such notice as you take of those characters, why 
do you Oluit Unity? Xo other is l110re plainly set dO'Yll 
in the synlbol of Nice-fr0111 which, by the ,yay, your 
Book of COlllluon Prayer, for reasons I could ne,'er find 
explained, has expungeù another character-that of 
Holiness. 
To return to your 111Ïsrcpresentation of IllY line of 
reasoning-: the Church is not Infallible, because she 
is United in Faith, anù IIoly, and Catholic, (your sub- 
stitutiOll for Catholic of General does not express the 
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force of Catholic, as understood hy the primitive 
Fathers, for which see page 21 of my first letter,) and 
Apostolical, unle
s these characters be given to the 
Church in pet]Jeilti(,/. But the Church being once 
proved to be Infallible, we recognise her by the charac- 
ters assigned for the purpose in the Creeds. l\Ioreover, 
the permanent declaration of beli8f in a Church, el.et- 
One, Holy, Catholic, and 

postolical, can be vClified, 
only by that Church being secured froll1 all error. 
It is, then, another specimen of your logical and 
nlOral accuracy, when, fron1 a total 11lis-statelnent of 
IllY course df reasoning, you conclude: -" Such, 
sir, are the baseless grounds, on which yon yenture 
to assert, that the prÏ1niti-re c1'eeds assign the charactm' of 
injallibili(ll to tlw CIH.istian Church. " 
" The HOlllan Catholic re
igion," you contend, "does 
not profess the characteristics ddiyered in the prÏ1nitive 
Creeùs." You begin by Holiness. _.\.nd why, I r8peat, 
is that striking feature of the ROlnan Catholic Church, 
singularly hers, and quite incompatible with the prin- 
ciple of private judgillent, why is Unity Oluitted?- 
Holiness, you flatter your
clf, you can disprove, through 
the alleged in1purities of the Confessional; and you dare 
to assert, near the euJ of your present lett
r, head ix., 
" The priests are bOlmd to ask oLscene and polluting 
questions of all females, 'l1w1'al and imm01'al." I haye no 
alternative left, and must proclain1 as reckless, foul, and 
false, this obstinate repetition of a most wilful cahunny. 
If you would pass as a 111an of honour and truth, you 
were bound, ere you ventured to repeat it, to have dis- 
proved, (and yon attenlpt it not, for you know that dis- 
proof is inlpossible,) n1Y solemn assurance, which, if 
unfounded, could not fail to be contradicted by those 
whose denial would be authority, that to thousands of 
fmnales, never once in theil" u:lwle lÙ:es, is a single indeli- 
cate question lJroposed: that we acquire knowledge, 
sirnilal. to that which is sought by the healer of corporal 
maladies, in m'del' to sa'ì"e the necessity of painful inter1'0- 
gat'ions; and that such interrogations are, 'ltnde1' no cir- 
cumstances, to be enlployed, which are likely to scanda- 
lise, eithe'i" the Confesso'}., 01' tlze Penitent. Rather than 
this, the material integrity of the Confession may be, 
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rn'ltst be, omitted. Instead of repeating with shameless 
front your infmnous cahunny, you ought to haye offer- 
ed a well-111criteù apology to the en1Ïnently pure and 
-virtuous fe111al8S of the Catholic Church, whonl you had 
so grossly, so wantonly, insulted. And think you t1)at, 
,yi th such an eyidence before me of your n10ral con- 
duct, I can see in your challenge aught, beside3 the 
desire of gratifYing an impure itching to vonlit, into 
tingling ears, the obscenities over which, for no sacred 
purpose, you nlust haye gloated? Certainly, I will 
lend nlyself to no such disgusting proposal. 
(/atholicity you deny, on the as:-3lunption that" prayer 
to the dead, and the adura tion of the Blessed Ylrgin, 
are nnknown to prin1Ítive afitiquity." Your lnisuse ot 
the term adoration, applied to the Blessed 'Ylrgin, is 
the reiteration of a calunu1Y which, after 111Y explana- 
tions, you are not justified in repeating; ,,,hilst your 
denial that prayers to the saints lUlye the sanction of 
prinlitive antiquity, regardless of the striking evidence 
given by our enC1llies of the universal practice in the 
early part of the fifth century and upwards, as shown 
in nlY fOrIner letter, at page l07,-evic1ence the 111CSt 
conclusive, because it comes fron1 our inveterate ene- 
n1Ïes, against ,vhich you can substitute nothing but 
irony in place of argulnent-is another instance of your 
Tecklessness of assertion :-that last resource of obsti- 
nacy in bad faith. 
.Against Apostolicity, you offer nothing beyond a re- 
petition of n1Ïs-statemepts of our doctrine, which luust 
be 111anifest to every Catholic reader, and which Pro- 
testants are required to Dccept, on your unerring 
assertion. Later, I shall have further occasion to notice 
thel11. 
1\Ieanwhile, we appeal confidently to those nlarks of 
the true Church, which the prilnitive creeds assign, its 
Unity, Sanctity, Catholicity, and Apostolicity, as nIl 
characterisingunn1Ïstakably the H01nan Catholic Church, 
and her only. Our close Unity .is palpable in every 
Ina.1ter of defined faith :-our Holine.c;s is te
tified by 
the pure and exalted 1110rality, enforced by the preceph:. 
definitions, and discipline of the Church, inculcated in 
our books of instruction, fr0111 the siluple Catechislll 



BISHOP DnOW
'8 THIRD REPLY. 


IGJ 


upwarùs, (would that Protestants would judge us 
hereon by their private judgnlents I) and exenlplified hy 
the practice aInongst us, in every age, of the nlost 
heroic virtues in regard to God and Ulan :-our Cat/w- 
licity is nlanifested by the vast nlunerical superionty of 
the members of the Ronlan Catholic Church, not only 
over every separate sect, into which the principle of 
private jlldgnlent has been hourly breaking up Protes- 
tantisnl, during the three centuries of its existence; 
but, in Europe alone, over the ,,-hole aggregate of all 
Protestant denOlninatiolls: our Apostolicity of doct'i'ine 
we 'prove, by the writings of Christian teachers froni 
earliest times, (for which I can only refer to the edition 
of the" Faith of Catholics," by the Hev. Jas. "r ater- 
,,-orth-Dolman,) as also by the unsuspicious testinlony 
of our adversaries, whose evidence ascends, through the 
Greek and Oriental Churches, direct to ,,-ithill four 
hundred years of our Saviour's 1\Iission, and by a cour5e 
of sill1Ïlar argunlent, up to the Apostolic age: our 
Apostolicity of ministì'Y, whereby most strikingly Apos- 
tolicity appears as a nlark of the Church, is exhibited 
by the uninterrupted links of succession, fr0111 St. Peter 
to his present successor, Pope Pius IX., in the See of 
nOnle. 
A 11 other denominations did, nlost assuredly, COlne 
into existence by the rejection of the principle of an 
Infallible Church; and the precise tilne when thereby 
they formed thamselves into a separate cOlumunion, we 
can unhesitatingly detefluine. Though it costs you 
nothing to deny this, it is as plain, on the very surt
lce 
of reasoning, as that two and two lnake four. 'Yhat 
Ineant your parade of Apostolic Churches, or who can 
be inlposed upon by it? So long as they clung to the 
principle of infallible authority, they ,,-ere truly 
\.pos. 
tolic, and at the same time they were One with that 
only true Church, which is One, as there is One l..ord 
and One baptism. (Eph. iv. 5.) But, rejecting anthori- 
ty, they separated fronl us, thereby conling into exis- 
tence as separate denOlninations; and then, cut off from 
the. tree of life, their verdure soon decayed, and was 
shrl\-
lle
. Al
 those Oriental Churches, origi1l311y 
gloryulg In theIr Apostolic foundation, haye long since 
12 


, 
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dropped their connecting links of ..A..postolicity, leaving 
the connection of the See of TIOlne with the .A..postle 
Peter, in more bold and striking relief. And of the 
other nlarks of the true guide, which concentrate so 
Ï1nposingly in the RODIan Catholic Church, scarcely can 
one be faintly traced, in any other den0111ination. 
So little of historical truth i3 there, in your claÏ1ll of the 
Apostolic origin of Anglican Protestantislll, that nothing 
is easier than to demonstrate, how little your present 
doctrines accord with the letters of St. Gregory to the 
apostle of the Saxons, St. Augustine, concerning altars, 
and relics, and sacred vestnIents, and the faith connect- 
ed therewith-ho,v widely they are separated fr0111 the 
belief of English antiquity, proclailned by the vcry 
architectural ruins of its cëlthedrals, abbeys, and parish 
churches, as forcibly as by the decrees and disciplIne of 
its Councils, in the collection of 'V ilk ins. 'Ye point to 
the precise date of your separation, in f::Úth and COlll- 
lllunion, from the U niyersal Church, under the dicta- 
tion of regal tyranny, through the co-operation of a 
corrupt and subservient priesthood, and by the .grosse
t 
deception practised on the people; ,ye show your exci- 
sion fronl their comlllunion by all the ancient Churches 
in the ,vorld, not those only in c0111nlunion ,vith HOlne, 
but the Greek and Oriental Churches; "Te strip frmn 
you the pretext of Apostolicity of l\Iinistry, by showing 
that your original bishops, (those of Edward VI., fr01ll 
,yholn your orders descend,) tampered ,vith and vitiated 
the essential fonns of Ordination; and that the atten1pt 
to restore them, by the convocation of lü62, if not on 
other grounds inadequate, can1e llluch too late for the 
preservation of a valid ::\Iinistry-even if we say nothing 
against the genuine character of the inIportant Lanl- 
beth Register, on ,yhich your Orders depend, and which 
in 111Y belief was a forgery; whilst u:e nlaintain our 
connection with the anti-Reformation Episcopacy, dur- 
ing ages of persecution far 1110rC cruel than any 
practised by Catholics, through a l\linistry of l\lartyrs. 
derived from the same Apostolic origin as theirs, and 
and recognised by the ConllllUnioIJ. of the whole Chris- 
tian world. 
" 'Vhy," you conclude, " have you not answered that 
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question ?" 1\0 qucstion is apparent; but I HUlst not 
be hard upon your gramlnar, as upon your logic. If 
you Inean to ask, 'why the Bishop of Rmne clainls to be 
alone the inullediate successor of the Apostles? I have 
already answercd: because all the other Churches, 
.Apostolical by their original foundation, have lo:::t the 
connecting links with their Apostolical Bishops; for not 
to these, but to St. Peter and his successors, was 
Prinlacy given, as to the centre of Catholic Un
ty, and 
therefore lIis See shares the vitality of the Church, 
against which Chlist has prOlnised that the gates of 
hell shall never prcvail. 
" Having thus," you confidently affirnl, "proved all 
your pren1Ïses to be false, the inference fronl them can- 
not be true; and therefore the Roman Chulch hag 
fallen." Those proofs consist: in not having, íÌ'Oln the 
beginning, taken the slighte3t notice of the chain of 
argulllents, by which, in IUY first letter, I arrived at 
the conclusion, that infallible teaching authority was 
necessary, to save In an from the clmnnation, pronounced 
against the want of true belief; in having taken up the 
qucstion of ,. llolllan Infallibility," separated fronl the 
evidence which conducted to it; in having, Inost 
logically, proved that Roman Infallibility is not neces- 
sary, because it is not necessary; in arguing, nlost con- 
clusivély, against a point which I had not raised, 1101' 
was disposed to dispute; in offering wanton insults to 
the nlost virtuous females of whom any Church can 
boast; of several misrepresentations, which I have re- 
futed; and of not a single argument, which thinking 
readers would not readily see through. Your syllo- 
gism, however, explains your conclusion. 


I. SAVING F AITR. 
l\Iy proposition you would have stated more concise- 
ly. and more satisfactorily, by quoting the first sentence 
on Faith, in my opening letter, than by quoting that 
which is not a definition óf doctrine, but a conclu- 
sion from antecedent arguments. "Faith," I f'aid, "is 
nccessary to salvation, and must not exclude any reveal- 
ed truth, when duly proposed." 
'Vith that self-confidelJ,ce which characterises yo
r 
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controversy, you write: "I disproye the truth of your 
proposition by the following exan1ples fr0111 1101y 
Scripture. 1. Exclusion froIlI Church-felJowship does 
not involvedmnnation. (1 Cor. v. 5.; 2 'I'hess. iii.14, 
15. ") ; and you complain, that I gave no ans"
er. 
I know that all Protestant controversialists are not so 
greedy, of having every error in argulnent exposed in 
detail; else, discussion would be ahnost intern1Ínable. 
I trusted, therefore, that in consideration of the reader's 
patience, and the lin1Íted space which' can be well 
afforded us by the journals that publish our corres- 
pondence, I could satisfy you, by a forn1al reply to 
such argun1ents, as had 1110st selnblance of weight; and 
by allowing you all the advantage you might possibly 
deriye, from those questions and allegations being passed 
by, which I considered undeserving of serious notice. 
However, as you are dissatisfied thereby, I proceed to 
do you ample justice. 
Let the reader turn to your second letter, p.39, where 
you adduce the eXaInples no,v so esteenled, apparently"be-- 
cause I thought thenl undeselving of express refnta-' 
tion; and then look at lny reply. He will see that 
your exan1ples were alleged, in order to bolster up your 
solution of a reference I had Inade to Tit. iii. 10; and 
that it was quite a sufficient answer to those exan1ples, 
to show that only half the passage to which I had re- 
ferret}, ,vas quoted in your letter. Exclusion from 
Church-fellowship nlay, not always, involve dmunation; 
because it does not always elnploy a denial of revealed 
truth. 
Yet, in both the texts, the crilne seem3 to have 
been of a nature exclusive of salvation, unless reu1itted 
upon repentance. Certainly it was such in 1 Cor. v. 
5-a case of scandalous incest ; and very probably so, 
in Thess. iii. 14, 15-an idle diso bedien t life, which the 
Apostle threatens with a punishnlent applied but to 
grieyous offences. Nor is the contrary to be deduced 
from the exhortation of the Apostle, in the latter eXaIn- 
pIe, not to treat the offender as an enelny, but to admo- 
nish hinl as a brother; for this we should always do, 
until he be actually cut off from the Church, and then 
we are to pray privately for his conversion. 'Vhat, 
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then, do your references to Scripture avail you, that 
you should he so pressing for a distinct reply? Silnp- 
ly, I n1Ïght have said, they prove nothing. 
"You return to the Smnaritan leper, and state that 
n1Y "reply is a pure ÏInagillation of my own," viz. that 
" he was acceptable to our Saviour after he had pro- 
clainled his belief in the dognla of Ifis Divinity;" and 
you remark, that" he is not said to have believed in 
our Lord's Divinity." In the exercise of my judgnlent, 
on the history of tllê Smllaritan leper, when I see the 
effect upon hilll of his sudden clue-his return to his 
benefactor-his glorifying God with a loud Yoice-hÎ
 
prostration before our Saviour, and his earnest thanks, it 
is not wresting the context to conclude, although it be 
not exprcsf'ly recorded, that he was acceptable, and his 
sins were forgiven, because with the cure of his corporal 
11lalac1y, he had received the far greater gift of faith: And 
so far is this froni being "a pure inlagination of my own," 
that by Tertullian (ap. Cahnet) it is Inaintained, and by 
Calmct. But, if you deny that he believed in the divi- 
llity of Jesus, then I, too, deny that the Sanlaritan, 
,vhile he continued to cling to the errors of his people, 
w'as acceptable- to Christ; and until you shall have 
proved the co-existence of these two conditions, your 
argument has no weight whatever. The on'l.tS probandi 
lies with you; that the Salllaritan was justified, without 
actual explicit faith in the dognla of the Divinity 
of Jesus, and a further disposition to receive all I-lis 
revelations, when duly proposed. 
You reproach me with not answering your allega- 
tion, that" St. Peter had saving faith in the person of 
Jesus Christ, at the very nlonlent that he refused to 
believe lIis teaching," (
\Iatt. x,
i. 2:3.) and that "the 
san1e is true of the other Apostles." (John xx. 8, ü.; 
l..uke xxiv. 25, 2ü.) In order to render your quota- 
tions effective, it was your duty to prove, that St. Peter 
and the other Apostles refused to believe in the teach- 
ing 
f Christ, after it was duly proposed; and that, 
n
twlthstanding this refusal, they still po
sessed saving 
faIth. Now, instead of proofs, you think to overwhehn 
1ne by the weight of your simple assertion, against the 
rcality of facts. ::St. Peter does not refuse to believe 
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his :\[aster, but incurs his displeasure by an inordinate 
affection, "Thereby he would have hiln not subject hinl- 
self to such cruel sufferings, and death. The other 
Apostles did not as yet believe, "because they knmv 
not the Scripture." They were "fools and slow of 
heart" in regard 0 revelation, fuller and clearer evi- 
dence of which Christ reserved for thel1l; find until 
that was set before them, though they deserved S0111C 
reproach, yet ,vould it be presunlption in you to affinn, 
that they were guilty of rejecting dognlata, which had 
been sufficiently proposed, so as to exclude the plea of 
invincible ignorance. 
You add, with great self-complacency: ".All the 
other passages of Scripture to which you refer, 11lerely 
prove that he who has saving faith, afterwards gradu- 
ally receives the teaching of God's Holy 'Y ord." 'Ye 
kno,v that you can leap to conclusions sonlewhat too 
readily, and so you do here. Neither nlY quotations 
fronl Scripture, nor yours, afford the least sanction to 
your systeul, if the texts be weighed, and prejudices of 
early teaching, of party connections, and of hUl1mn sen- 
sibilities, be carefully guarded against. Your notion of 
saving faith being faith in a Being, to the exclusion of 
faith in dognlata; and in the practicability of theco-exist- 
ence of saving faith with the rejection, without the plea 
of invincible ignolance, of anyone revealed truth, is an 
insult to the Sovereign Truth of God's ,V ord, and, so 
far as lies in man, stultifies all the pains to instruct 
and guard against present and future error, Dlanifested 
by our Divine Saviour tiluing the three years of I-Iis 
laborious ministry. Faith is proposed, at tinH
s, in a 
Being, with confidence in His prOlllises; but, even that 
is dogmatic faith, allied with hope; and nluch oftener, 
no other than simple dogmatic faith is insisted 011. 
1\lost tî'equently, nothing is even insinuated concerning 
confidence in pr0111ises, or of faith in a Being; but pure 
and unrestricted faith in every known revealed truth, 
is insisted upon, as essential to :salvation, in those 
,,
ords of 0111' Hedeell1er, so full of deepest interest to 
thinking 111en: "Preach the Gospel to eyery cre3ture 
......lIe that believeth not shall be dmnned." (l\lark 
xvi. 16.) That very passage on which, chiefly, you 
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arrear to ground your notion of saving faith, as "a 
persuasion in the heart of the being and love of God," 
(Heb. xi. 6.) "'Yithout faith it is Í1l1possible to plea
e 
God; for he that cOllleth to God n111st believe that lIe 
is, and that He is a rewarder of theI11 that diligently 
seek IIÏ111, " distinctly proposes two Ï1nportant dogmata, 
without any intiluation of their exclusive sufficiency. 
Before Luther, your notion was unknown in the 
Church; and the conduct of the Church, towards 
heretics of every description, from the earliest records 
downwards, is decidedly subversive of it. 
Your prOluise of an appendix to our correspondence, 
l11ay be construed to iUlply, that you feel not satisfied 
with the results of fair discussion. However, on con- 
dition that you keep to accurate statenlents, I fear not 
the effect on any reader, who shall bear in mind my 
arglunen ts. 


II. NECESSITY OF A TEACHIXG IXF_\LLIBLE 
-\.'GTHonITí. 
This heaùing opens with a garbled statenlent of IUY 
first three answers; your acceptance of Iny fourth; and 
a charge against Iny fifth of interpolation of Sctiptlli'e, 
because, in pa1"apllì'a
ing John ii. 26, I added ,. the 
Church of Christ r' You further charge me with n1Ìs- 
representing St. John, as cautioning against the seduc- 
tion of Pagans, whereas he is cautioning against seduc- 
ti,-e heretics. 'Y ould that your n1Ïsrepresentations 
""ere as innocent as lliine I TI
e text cautions against 
seducers of all and eyery kind; and Grotius under- 
stands the caution as directed aQ"ainst the Jews. 
The ;:;ubstance of 111Y sixth a
swer
 is given by you 
illcorrectly in several respects: - that "Infallibility 
does not imply Impeccability," ,yhich I.adhere to; that 
"no Pope has taught error in faith and 1110rals," 
whereas I stated, f.)r a reason which will appear later, 
"no Pope ever sanctioned errol by fOì'mal teaching;" 
tl1a
 111'. Bay-lee" nÛst1'anslates Baronius respecting the 
anCIent forms of ordination," instead of "mis)'epl'esents 
Baronius respecting m.en being thï.ltSt into the Roman See 
l.citlwut tlze ancient fOì'UI,s of Útdination;" and that it is 
" 311'. Baylee's 'bare word' that the Church was filled 
u:itlt fu.lse teacltinJ." 
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You Illaintain, against me, that unholi
ess of life is 
incOlllpatible with sound teaching. HcalJy, sir, such a 
paradox as this, wants son1ething 1110re than your word. 
You allege, it is truc, fronl St. Peter, "purify your 
heart by faith;" but how this expresses more, than a 
recOllln1cndation of holy life, you forgot to show; and 
yon als0 forgot to reconcile, with your theory, the insti- 
tution by our Divine Saviour of an unerring guide, es- 
tablished by Iny first letter, and anything but disproyed 
by you, togethcr with lIis pIedictions of future scan- 
dals in His Church, not excepting the pastors from 
their flocks. 
" It is not true," you go 011, "that thc Popes ncycr 
erred in doctrine." N ow, I beg the reader to nnder- 
stand, before going further into this subject, that the 
Infallibility of the Pope is 110t a doctrine of the Rmnan 
Catholic Church, though assulned to be such by you in 
nlany parts of your letters; and that, though I anI pre- 
parcd to Inaintain that no Pope has ever formally taught 
error, clearly meaning, thereby, when he taught ex 
cat7zedfj'a, you Inisrepresent TIle, when you insinuate that 
I aln guilty of untruth, by Etating that "the Pope 
never erred in doctrine;" a falsification of nlY words, 
,vhich ,vere, That no Pope ever sanctioned error, "by 
fornlal teaching; " though, that any Pope ever crred in 
doctrine, I have never seen proved. 
You assert, on the alleged authority of St. Athana- 
sius, St. Jerome, St. I-Iilary, and Dellarn1Íne, also of a 
certain André du Chesne, of Wh0l11 I never heard 
òefore, that "Pope I.Jiberius subscribed to a IIeretical 
Creed." 1. It is unfair, and suspicious, that you very 
rarely give any reference to the works on which you 
rely; and hence, I have been compelled to spend nlany 
precious hours, in hunting out YOUI references, sonlC- 
tilDCS without success, at others discovering that you 
had mis-stated your authority. 2. If "Liberius 
ub- 
scribed a Heretical Creed," this would have been a 
lnere private act, forced upon hÏ1n by long and severe 
persecution, not a dogmatical or forn1al teaching of 
error. But, 3. It is not the fact, that he "subscribed 
a IIeretical Creed." By chronological evidence it is 
demonstrated, that the Creed, signed by Pope Liberius, 
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was the fi
'st of Sinniun1, 'lcldch does not contain any 
IIeretical doctrine. St. Hilary actually exculpates this 
creed fr01n heresy; though he tenns it "Arian per- 
fidy," (if indeed the passage ascribed to the holy doctor 
be genuine, of which there is considerable doul!t,) in 
reference to the artifices employed by the Arians to 
extort the Pope's signature to a fOrInula, which was de- 
fective, on account of its omission of the tel'l11 "Con- 
substantial," consecrated by the Council of l\ice, and 
to his conden1nation of St. Athanasius; also, in refer- 
ence to the abuse, made by the Arians, of the Pope's 
signature, after the event. In the same sense, conse- 
quently, n1ust be eXplained the language of St. Atha- 
nasius and St. J ero
ne. Bellaruline had not the advan- 
tage of the critical investigation, nlOre I ecen tl y pur- 
sued, of the formula signed by Liberius, which has suc- 
ceeded in disproving your allegation. André du Chesne, 
Wh0111 I know nothing of beyond your reference, is evi- 
dently not an accurate historian; for, he has prrone- 
ously classed together Liberius and lIas ius ; whereas, 
the latter subscribed to the second formula of Sirn1Íum, 
which was unquestionably heretical. If further dis- 
proof of your allegation be necessary, I oppose to you 
the learned Protestant writers-the Centuriators of 
l\Iagdeburg, who candidly own that, according to Et. 
.A..thanasius, "the subscription of Liberius was, not as- 
sent to the Arian dogn1a, but merely to the condelnna- 
tion of St. Athanasius;" and they adel: "it appears 
certain that he subscribed with his tongue, rather than 
his lnind;, and the fact that .A.thanasil1s excused hÏ111, 
indicates that he renlained cop stant in the profession of 
the Nicene faith." (Cent. IV., cap. X., p. 1284.) 
Pope lIonorins, Wh0111 also you accuse of error in 
faith, never lapsed into a dogn1atical teaching of heresy. 
His Catholic sentinlcnts, on the two natures in Christ, 
are on record in Harc1ouin's Councils, t. Ill, col. 135-1; 
nor did he ever recal then1. But, put off his guard by 
the artful representations of Selgius, he expressed hinl- 
self in incautious terms; which, taken by themselves, 
3l:d separated from the unquestionable declarations of 
Ins OIthodoxy, solemnly expressed in his letters, hat! an 
nppearance of favouring the l\lol1othelite heresy; and 
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for this he ,vas condell1ned at the Sixth General 
Council. 
You quote fr0111 Génébrard that, "for nearly 150 
ye
rs, about fifty Popes deserted wholly the virtues of 
their predecessors." You give no reference, and I 
111ust be excused for doubting ,vheth('r Génébrard, a 
learned and conscientious writer, ever penned a 8tate- 
lucnt, bearing upon itself so Inallifest a proof of glaring 
falsehood, or forgery. In no period of the Church "Tas 
there a succession üf fifty pontiffs within "nearly one 
huncb'ed and fifty years ;" still less, was there such a 
succession of inul10ral pontiffs. On the contrarr, 
Catholic writers In:.1.Îlltain that, out of 259 Popes, fr01l1 
St. Peter to the present tilne, no 1110re than elel:e11 can 
be justly stigluatised as inll110ral men; and, I again call 
attention to the reillarkable fact, that of these, not one 
flyer sanctioned, by fOrIllal teaching, any error in faith 
or 1110rals. "'The dignity of Peter fàiled not in an un- 
".crthy heir," as St. Leo, Serm. III. de N at. S. Petri, 
well observes. Let the above be nlY answer to your 
question, whether I " will affirnl that those Apostolical 
Popes are infallible guides." 
You renlark, that your attention ,vas called by me 
to your n1Ïsrepresentatiol1 of Baronius: "l\Icn were 
thrust into the R01nan See without the ancient fornls 
of ordination;" ret you have not the Illoral rectitude 
to acknowledge your error; nay, by your silence there- 
on, and fresh appeal to Baronius, you appear to renew 
it. K ow, bad as were t.he evil doings in high places 
for a. short period, yet thl. order of Succession in the 
Apostolic See was never lost by inyalidity of Onlil1a- 
tion, as you "Toulù have tl1e reader conclude; and you 
111USt have been aware, sir, having the context before 
you, that the canons, rites, and uS[lges, 30 unhap- 
pil y disregarded, conccì'ncd Elections only, not Ordina- 
tion,,;. 
The cahllllny which I pointed out, and for which 
rou I cpcat IllY reproof, that ,. the Church "
as filled 
"Tith fabe teaching," you leave without a ,vord of ùe- 
fence, explanation, or apology! Darollius says nothing 
to that effect. 
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III. I
"FALLIBILITY OF THE J EWISII CHLP.CH. 
Yon restate the objections of your second letter, and 
IllY answers; but never have you ventured upon the 
. ar;;unlents, which were adùuced, in Iny first reply. 
To your present COlllnlents on ll1Y answers, I 
reply :- 
1. Pray 111ake sonle effort to reconcile your interpre- 
tation of Isaiah xxix. 10-14, with the words of our 
Divine Saviour, l\Iatt. xxiii. 2, 3. ( 1.) You have never 
favoured nle with any attempt, to escape fronl the 
blasphenlY of denying the only 111eaning that passage 
can bear, 1110st confirm.atory of n1Y position, and con- 
denlllatory of yours. (2.) The learned Protestant COlll- 
lllentators, Piscator, Grotius, and others, understand by 
the prophets in Isaias, l. c., false seers. This strips 
your argunlent of all force. (3.) The 1110re probable 
Jueaning of the passage is that given by St. J eromo, 
St. Cyril, &c., ape a Lapide, adopted by hiIn, by Cal- 
111et, your Bishop 'Vilson, and others; not that tlw 
Teachm's of the people, the Prophets, and the Seers, 
should fall into erroneous teaching, but that the People, 
as a punishment for their own 111isconduct, should be 
blindt:d so as not to understand their words. (4.) \Yhat 
you require, and you find it not, is one clew' passage of 
SCJ'iptltre, to the effect, that there existed not a visible 
guide, to conduct those aright, who wished to know 
their duty, in fàith and nloral conduct. 'Yhen this is 
produceù, then only shall we be put to straits, 
how to reconcile therewith the words of Christ, in 
l\Iatt. xxiii. 2, 3; but, until then, I ask permission 
to prefer, infinitely, the literal Ineaning of His cle
r 
anù practical direction, to your 11105t obscure quota- 
tions. 
2. St. Aug. 1. iv., De Doctr. Christianâ, c. 27, and 1. 
xyi. Contra Faustum, c. 29, teaches you how to recon- 
cile the suhsequent invectives of our Sayiour against 
the Pharisees, in l\Iatt. xxiii. with his forerroin rr l )1'e- 
o 0 
cept, to obserye and do whateyer they should C0111- 
uland, by a distinction which I pointed out to you, in 
Tl'gard to the supreme Christian Pontiff. In their 
}wirate capacity, etlch of theIn n1Ïght deserye the cen- 

ure of our Lord, for false teaching; but not so, 
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'when they spoke, as it were, from the scat of l\Ioses, 
and, consequently, under the guardianEhip of the bpil'it 
of God. 
3. The La,v, with its institutions, ,,
as not to tcrn1Ï- 
nate suddenly, and at one givell1110nlent; but, as some 
ancient writers obsel
e, the Synagogue was to be buried 
,vith honour. Hence, although the Law ana the Pro- 
})het8 "Tere till J ohu, yet our Saviour continued hinlself 
to practise the precept3 of the law, to the end of IIis 
l11ortallife; and in this sense is reconciled ,yith Luke 
xvi. 1 G. Dan. ix. 27. K othil1g was nlore clearly fore- 
t.old than, that the l\Iessias ,vas to be put to death by 
the Jews; therefore, that period was assigned, when 
the security, to be found in the teaching authority of 
1\loses' 
eat, should cease. And, as the end of the Old 
Covenant approached, by nlany signs began to be shown 
the approaching departure of the vitality it had received 
ii'om God, and which "Tas to be transferred to the 
Covenant of Grace. 
4. Nothing was alleged frOln the Prophets by you to 
which lny replies did not offer a sufficient solution. 
You gave no proof whatever, that the teaching Cl'lt- 
tlwritg in the Jewish Church, ,vas declared to be fal- 
lible in the days of Isaiah, J erClniah, Ezekiel, and 
l\lalachi. 


lV.-INFALLIBILITY OF THE CATHOLIC CHURCH. 
You again cOlnplain, of IllY leaving unnoticed SOlne 
of your arglunents. 'Vith much reason might I retort 
the complaint; but as you attach nlore Ï1nportance to 
tllenl than I had at all suspected, I have no objection, 
beyond regret for waste of tinIe, and of the reader's 
patience, to afford you, in this letter, complete satisfac- 
tion. . 
1. " No greater nece3sity exists now for an infallible tri- 
bunal, than under the Old Law." Already, in p. 25. of 
]uy first letter, this objection "Tas anticipated, and dis- 
proved. " Even in the Old Law," I rf'lllarked, "the 
lin1Ítation whereof to one small nation, 'Wlw'j"ein existed 
COlnmon inte}"est.
, habits, and language, rendered an in- 
fallible tribunal of far less ÏInportance than in the Chris- 
tian diE:pensation, ,vhich was given fOt all the vario1.ts 
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natio'/1$ of the 'lL.odd, provision was divinely nlade to se- 
cure the knowledge of duties and belief, by speaking 
authority." 
2. ,. 8t Paul threatens the whole Catholic Church 
with danger of being cut off." Individuals, and even 
whole nations, nlay be, as they have been, cut off fronl 
tIle Church of Christ, whilst the Church itself, built 
upon a rock, shall ever remain the Catholic Church. 
Thus is easily reconciled, the menace of the Apostle, 
with the promise of Christ; and weak indeed, against 
these, is an objection, such as that which you have ad- 
duced. 
3. 1\1 Y reply to your objection, against nlY argument 
from 1\latt. xviii. 17., you nleet by the repetition of 
your origínal assertion, that "Our Lord includes pm'- 
sonal differences, and bestows the promise upon every 
separate congregation." As you add nothing to the 
lllere denial, in your fornler letter, of nlY conclusion 
from the text, I will only observe, further, that it is true 
-the COlllmand to obey the Church applies to each se- 
l)arate congregation; but for so long only as it shall be 
unitcù in doctrine with the comnlon centre of Catholic 
COlnmunion, by which all true Churches, however lo- 
cally separated, are bound into One, and thus form the 
tl'ue Church. Further, unless to a ('omnland that eyery 
nmn hear the Church, under pain of being classed ,,-ith 
heathens and publicans, be annexed a pron1Ïse of teach- 
ing Inf
lllibility, residing in the One Church, such 
command woulù frequently place the followers of Christ 
in a most dangerous dilennna, between impious disobe- 
dience. and crÎ1ninal su bnlission. 
4. You adhere to your assertion, that "Hell" in 
l\Iatthew xvi. 18 "means no nlore than the rcaion of 
ð 
the dead," and neither there, nor in finy other paSSfio-c 
of Scripture, is it taken for "the abode of the Devil" 
1\ly references to Luke x. 15, and xvi. 24:, you answer: 
"both speak of the punishnlents of ll1en, and nlake no 
reference to the Devil. " Surely, sir, this answer is tri- 
fling with the plain sense of Scripture, and much nlis- 
placed in solemn controversy. vVhere, sir, is the abode 
of the Devil, if it be not, where the Soul of the rich 
glutton was to'tmented in flame, without one drop of 
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w'ater to cool his tongue, with a great 3nd impassalJle 
gulf between hin1 and .L\.brahmn, and without any pros- 
pect of relief tlo'o'll:;lwut ete1.nity ? T
1Ïs is thc picture 
grven to us of the place to which he was condeulned; 
and if be not the hell of the devils, where is it? Talk 
of 111Y perverting S
ripture by peculiar interpretation! 
'Vhere will you find others, besides Rationalists and 
Unbe1icYcr
, to adopt your infidel conclusion? To my 
quotation fron1 Rosennlüllcr you answer: "Rosen1nüller, 
having given no proof of his assertion, is ,yorthlcss. " 
And what proof have you givcn of your denial? In a 
question of philology, the authority of llosennl üller's 
deliberate opinion is not trifling. And it is backed 
by that ()f Calvin, of a host of prin1Ïtive writers to 
whom I referred you, and by K
uinoël, whose conl- 
nlentary on )Iatt. xxi. 18., supports the Catholic inter- 
pretation. nut what a valuable illustration of priyate 
judg111ent you press into your argu1ncnt; that" whereas 
'" the devil is in the "TorId," thence you leave it to be 
inferrcd, as a consequence, that" he is not in I-Iadcs." 
However, if I allowed 11lore weight to your assertion 
that "IIe11, in ::\Iatt. xvi. 18., never 111e:1118 the abode of 
the Devil," your very own interpretation of Hades 
,yould be deci
iYe of the unerring durability of the 
Chureh :-t11e prOluise that" death," or " the l'cgion of 
the dead," shall not prcvail against the Church of 
Christ, is a pron1Ïse of its Undying Vitality. 
5. You still pre
s into your 
ervice, Ezek. xxxiv. 18, 
1 f); and as, in that chapter, the Jewish shepherds are- 
condenlned, because they do not feed their sheep, you 
argue against the Infallibility of teaching ..,...\..uthority in 
the J cwi:;h and Christian Church. But, ,dwt your 
case requires is, not that a few teachers should be re- 
prilnanded, ,,,,hether for bad lives br false teaching, but 
that the supren1e Council of the Jews, seated in l\Ioses' 
seat, and pronouncing dogn1atically on a Doctrine of 
Heyelation, shall be shown to have fallen into error, or 
to have been threatened with future abandOlunellt by 
the Spirit of Truth, ,vithin any tÏ1ne that the Law of 
l\Iü:3cS was destined to endure. l\Iorcover, there is a 
n1Ïsapprehension of our argu1nènt, running through 
much of your objections. 'Ve believe that the reiter- 
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ntec1 charn-c to St. Peter, that h
 should feed the 1nnlhs 
o 
of Christ, and feed His sheep, (John, xxi. 15-1S.,) gave 
him suprcn1e authe>rity over the whole flock. But, it 
IS on other declfil
à tions, and on n10st solcInll pron1Ïses 
of our Saxiour, that we believe the teaching authority 
ûf the Church to have been inyested with InfaHibility 
-evidence, as I stated in I11Y first letter, far nlore con- 
clusive than that which supports the Infallibility of the 
J e\vish Church. 
""
hy were the passages not answered from J cr. 
xxiii. 11., EzelL yiii. ] G., lIag. ii. 4, J. r" Sinlply, be- 
caU:3e having exposed, by one or two exm11ples, the 
inapplicability of the passages you string together, I 
had compassion on our readers' patience, and son1e re- 
gard for lIlY own press
ng duties. The two first prove 
nothing, beyond the sinfulness that had crept into the 
Jewish Church. It
 in Hag. ii. 4, 5., the Spirit of God, 
consequently upon a connnand to teach others, had 
promised to abide ,vith IEs people to the end of time, 
and to conduct them unto all truth, then only would 
that prOInise correspond with the 11leaning and force of 
the promise nmde to the ...\.postles and their successors, 
ju:;;tifying your argun1ent fr0111 one, again3t the other. 
)lal. ii. 7. How canle you to class this anlong your 
objections unanswered? It is one of the proofs, adduc- 
ed in I11Y first letter, in favour of an Infallible teaching 
tribunal in the Old Law, which, with an array of 
others, you passed over unnoticed. 
6. If the promise to private Christian3, which you 
quote f1'0111 ROlli. viii. 9., &c., were without any condition, 
aU \,"ould be infallibly saved; for God's word cannot 
err. But, there is an iInplied condition, understood at 
ûnce by all saye fanatics, and elsewhere expressed again 
and again, that "he who persevereth to the end shall 
be sayed." ()latt. x. 23.) There is no condition, in the 
promise nlfide to the Apostles, that Christ 1,pould be 
with thenl to the end of the world, that the Spirit of 
Truth f'hould abide with them for eyer and lead then1 
. , 
III to all tIU the 
7. You assert that the temple, in J ere vii. 4., was 
ot!ler than the material building in Jerusalem. 'Yhy 
wIll you, who draw so largely from your o.ssunled right 
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of private judgnlent, allo,v no one else a sin1Îlar license? 
I preslul1e you are aW:lre that, according to the V.,.. ul- 
gate, v. 4 can be understood only of the material 
teInple, whilst the following verses inveigh against the 
sinful people who presumed upon the privileges of pos- 
sessing the teUlple of the Lord. Bishop Patrick 
understands the passage in the same sense. The 
Arabic version, and Castalio, so render the text; 
,vhilst nlany IIebrew scholars, who retain your read
 
iug, interpret the concluding ,vords of v. 4-" are 
these buildings." See on what sand you rest your 
salvation, in the interpretation of God's revelation; 
,yhilst, against you, is that fearful condeulnation in 
l\Iark, xvi. 1 G. 
The mystical house, in Provo ix. 1., has no connec- 
tion ,vith Is. lix. 14, 15., except in the 111iuds of those 
,,,ho clailn an unbounded use of private judgment. 
8. You renlind nle of your objection, that" Eph. iv. 
11, 1.3, does not teach Infallibility, for four reason
, 
the first of which I did not answer-viz., "the bestowal 
of a gift does not prove its being rightly used." I 
subnlit, however, that I met your objection quite suffi- 
ciently, by showing, that you were labouring under a 
lnisconception of nlY argument, for which I refer to my 
last letter, (p. 99.) 

Ioreover, when a gift, re(luisite for th
 fulfilment of 
the promises of God to His Church, is given by HÏIn, 
it inlplies necessarily, that lIe will secure its being used 
rightly. Now such was the teaching l\Iinistry in Eph. 
iv. 11-15., necessary to the Church for reasons assign- 
ed in IllY first letter--given in fulfilment of the pro- 
ll1ises of Christ in l\Iatthew xxviii., and elsewhere- 
destined by Goel to be perpetuated "till ""e all come in 
the unity of the faith...that henceforth ,ve be no 'Jfwre 
tossed to and fl'o, and cal'ried about with e-rery 
cind of 
doctrine, by the sleight of rnen and cunning craftiness, 
whereby they lie in wait to deceive." Faith in dog- 
mata'.surely is referred to here. l\Iy answer to your 
second reaS0n, you refuse to admit, alleging that Eph. iv. 
11, 15., says nothing of infallible teaching. This I have 
just refuted. Your third and fourth reasons are: "It 
is an error to lin1Ït to a part, what is attributed to the 
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whole. The RonÛsh interpretation of this passage, de- 
nies the true Centre of Unity, and the real head." I 
refuscd to adnlit those objections, because they intro- 
duced a new topic which I had not time to discuss, and 
because they rested on your private assertion. To this 
1a3t you reply, that "It is not nlerely yuur assertion, 
that Jesus Christ, and not St. Peter, is the centre of 
Unity." It was not this to which I objected, as your 
private assertion. At page 113 I distinctly dedared, 
that J 
sus Christ is the true and essential Centre of 
Catholic Unity; but, for the nlaintenance of Unity 

nnongst nlen, a visible Church requires a visible Centre, 
and such is the successor of St. Peter. 
9. Your argument frOlll parental authority, I met 
sufficiently at page 100. I need scarcely observe 
further, that parents require not, for the discharge 
of their duties, Infallibility in teaching, so long as there 
is an Infallible teaching 1\Iinistry, appointed by God, 
for his whole Church-that the latter is a more simple 
provision-that it is enough for us that He has so 
ordered, and that we are to accept, gratefully, what the 
wisdom of God has preferred. 
Be cautious, before you assert, wllat facts can dis- 
prove. In the brief notice, longer than necessary, of 
r our 8tatement that" ironl Noah to Christ there was 
no necessity of an infallible Church,)) I deellled it quite 
enough, without entering upon any discussion, to 
remark that your conclusion, as is too often the case, 
was wholly unwarranted. Nothing more did I say, 
or even insinuate; but, with characteristic reck- 
lessness, you now assert: "Bishop Brown admits that 
from Koah to l\Ioses there was no infallible Church." 


v. ST. JERmIE ON THE ApOCRYPHA. 
1\1 Y replies shall be concisely given to each of your 
new allegations. Happily, we are now out of the 
region of imagination-that, wherein private judgnlent 
limy fancy itself authóriaed to maintain any paradox, 
on pretended Scriptural views; and, refusing to acknow- 
ledg
 

y authorit.r, has too often done so, without the 
pO:::islblhty of bein rr brought to confess its foll y and 
. 0 
tel1lcnty. 
13 
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I. You insist, that the "Church could not have 
read, studied, and appealed to uninspired books, and 
yet not have put theln in the canon. To reject them 
frOlll being adequate to prove the dogn1as of religion, is 
to deny their inspiration. But St. Jerome declares 
that the Church considered them as inadequate to that 
end. Therefore, the Church rejected their inspiration." 
1. 'The Church exercises her nlission with prudence, in 
defining doctrines of faith, for which purpose She 
enlploys prayer, deliberation, counsel, as beco111es 
"ministers of God and stewards of His mysteries." 
(1 Cor. iv. 1.) Now, as the Scriptures nowhere declare 
the Canonical books, but their Canonicity is nlad 
known by the unwritten 'Vord of God, handed down 
from the Apostles, among many witnesses, by WhOll1 
they 'v ere enjoined to be cOlnmitted "to faithful Inen, 
'who should be able to teach others also," (2 Tim. ii. 2.) 
tilne ,vas necessary, especially anlÌdst the peTsecutions 
in the primitive ages, to gather and sift the Traditions 
concerning the books of Scripture, ere a definition 
of faith thereon could be prudently issued. Neither 
'was there any pressing necessity for so doing. The 
Church could absolutely be nlaintained, without the 
,vhole of Scripture; seeing that, actually, the sacred 
volume of the New TestaIllent was not begun till many 
years after our Lord's ascension -that it received fronl 
tÍ1ne to tillle additional books, not frollI any comlnand 
to write, or common design of the Apostles, but as the 
spirit of God suggested, (so internal evidence proves,) 
under accidental cir
unlstances-and that it was not 
cOlnpleted till nlore than sixty years after our SaviOlu's 
departure into heaven; whilst, as St. Ireneus, (Contr. 
Hæres. 
lib. 3., c. 4., p. 205.) writes, whole nations 
retained their faith pure for nlore than a century, with- 
out ink or paper, by teaclâng onl!I. But, from the 
beginning, the Church was agreed that the books you 
telm Apocryphal were useful for edification; and, gra- 
dually, the tradition "\-vas growing clearer, and nlore 
extensive, in favour of their Inspiration; so that, with- 
out a fOrInal decree, that belief becanle general through- 
out the dispersed Church. Of this fact, I shall have 
to offer SOl1le striking evidence. 
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2. Let us exan1Ïne your syllogism-a fonTI of argu- 
ment tü which you appear extrenlely partial, but which 
is yery dangerous in unskilful hands. One of the gross- 
est of errors in its construction, (denoting an unsteady 
and uncertain judgment, if nothing worse,) is when, 
instead of three terms, four are introduced, the middle 
term being taken in two different significations, whereby 
the conclusion loses all its force. Now, you ,,,,ant to 
prove, that " the Church 'rejected the inspiration of the 
Apocrypha." To prove it, you seek to show, that the 
Church did sornething, equivalent to a rejection of their 
inspiration. This equiwlent you state, in your nlajor 
proposition, thus :-" To reject them from being adequate 
to prove the dogmas of religion is to deny their inspi- 
ration." Your n1Ïnor proposition must bhow this to 
have been the case of the Apocrypha; and you allege 
St. JerOlne in proof of-what?-that the Church did 
so reject them? No! In this minor proposition, the 
middle term undergoes an important change of meaning; 
and St. Jerome is alleged in proof, merely that "the 
Church considered the Apocrypha as inadequate, &c." 
Y our conclusion, therefore, has no warrant in its 
pren1Ïses. 
3. To reject from being adeq'ltate, and to consider inad- 
eq'ltate, present very different ideas. The fornler inlplies 
a positive judgment against the adequacy of the Apocry- 
pha, which is your position-the latter expresses no 
luore than that their adequacy lLad 'lWt then been 
decided on. 
4. The truth is, you nlisrepresent St. Jerome. He 
neither says that the Church rejectecl the Apocrypha 
from being adequate, nor even that it considered them 
inadequate; but simply that it did not admit thmn to 
pro're doctrines. Suspending its judgment, it abstained 
froHl using the Apocrypha, till the unwritten 'V ord of 
God, which, chiefly, testifies to the Canonicity of the 
books of Scripture, should be more fully investigated. 
Let the reader consult your quotation in your first 
letter, and see if he can draw more from it. 
. You persist in maintaining, that the prin1Ïtive Chris- 
tutn Church formed a Canon of Scriptures, fron1 which 
your -
pocr)'pha were excluded; and you instance the 
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Canons of l\Ielito and Athanasius. It is a nlis-state' 
ment to term l\lelito's, a Canon of the primitive Church 
-ll1eaning, as I must conclude you do, a Canon accepted 
by a fonnal act, or general acquiescence of the primitive 
Church. For some time, there had been a growing 
feeling in th
 Church, such as always precedes its 
declarations of faith, whether fonllally defined by a 
general Council, or established by the general accept- 
ance of the dispersed Church, to determine the Canon- 
ical books; but, in the first instance, to secure the 
faithful against various .A.pocryphal writings which had 
no claim to respect, yet were circulateJ, in nlany 
places, as inspired. Such were the Book of IIenoch, 
the Testament of Job, the Vision of Isaias, &c. I-Ience 
several bishops drew up Canon3 of Scripture, lllore or 
less accurate, according to the facilities they had of 
gathering the truth of traditions from the witnesses to 
\vhOlll the Apostles had committed their oral cOlnmuni- 
cations for the guidance of future tinles. Some, indeed, 
clung to the collection of inspired books, held commonly 
by the J e'ws; but even this, in the very probable per- 
suasion of nlany learned scholars, ,vas not, at the begin- 
ning of the Christian era, fixed decidedly; and a proof 
hereof is apparent, fr0111 the Canons of l\Ielito and 
Athanasius. That of the fonner does not pretend, as 
you ,vould have believed, to be the entire Canon, 
accepted by the whole Christian Church, which alone 
'vould nlake your argument of any ,vorth; for Euse- 
bius tells us, in the very passage you adduce, (Eus. 
Rist. lib. iv. cap. 2(j,) that l\Ielito made out a list 
of those only on wIdell, all tlte Eastern ClL
trclws WCî 9 ß 
agJ g eed; and from this Canon, one book which you 
l'eceive w'as ,vholly on1Ìtted-that of " Esther." 
St. Athanasius you equally n1Ïsrepresent. As usual, 
you make no reference to the part of his works on 
which you depend, but it can be no oth
r than his 
Thirty-ninth Paschal letter, t0111. i. p. 962. Now, he 
does not declare, in the sense your ,vords bear, "that 
the Christian Church had a Canon of Scripture, and 
that the Apocrypha were excluded frOln that Canon," 
})ut he professes to give a list of the divine books, 
,,\
hich had been handed down, and believed as Canon- 
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icaL """ha t was this but the Canon adopted fr0111 th e 
Synagogue, without any definition of the Christian 
Church? and from this Canon, St. Athanasius, like St. 
l\Ielito, O1nits the whole of "Esther," while he adn1Íts 
into the Canon " Baruch," rejected by you. 
III. Notwithstanding your appeal to consciences, 
satisfactory Ieasons are not wanting, though here 
unnecessary, why the Son of God would not rebuke 
the Church for not deciding at once the Canon of 
Scripture. You repeat a very frequent mis-statement, 
that the Church refused to receive the inspired books. 
IV. The Councils of Hippo and Third of Carthage, 
you asselt, "were small meetings of bishops; they 
were not received into the Code of the ..A..frican Church." 
Did you, sir, as was your duty, take the least pains to 
ascertain the truth of those allegations, before you so 
boldly ventured upon them? The Third Council of 
Carthage consisted of forty-four bishops, including St. 
Augustine; that of Hippo was far more numerous, and 
is described by Possidius, in his "Life of St. Augus- 
tine," (c. 7.) " a plenary Council of all Africa!" The 
Canons of both, on Scripture, 
lie1"e receÚ,'ecl into tlw 
Code of the Afì"ican Church, as you will see in Labbe, 
t0111. ii. co!. 10G1., and Hardouin, ton1. i. col. 86:>., 
can. 24. They were confirn1eù by the Sixth Council 
of Carthage, in 419, at which assisted St. A.ugustine, 
with two hundred and seventeen bishops! So much 
for these new instances of your accuracy of sta ten1en t. 
" It is a strange aIgu1l1ent," you aùd, "to refer to 
those whOln you call heretics, to settle the Catholic 
Canon of Scripture. The Nestorian and Eutychian 
Canon ale not our subject of controversy." I tran- 
scribe. the above as a specimen of your powers of dis- 
tortion. Let the reader judge of the merit of such an 
answer, by referring to the irrefragable testimony to 
the identity of our Canon of Scripture, with that of the 
pr
n1Ìtivc Church, given by the N estorians and Euty- 
cluans fron1 a period, pí'im' to theÏî. sepaí"ation thï'ough 
ltÆï'e.ç:lf. 
"it is purely your unsupportecl assertion, that the 
Apocryphal books were generally receivecl as Canon- 
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ical. I challenge you to Ploduce nuthorities fur an 
3ssertion, which you ouzht to know to be ullt'ounùed." 
I accept the challenge, and it will be seen on which 
side is ignorance. 


In the first cautul'Y, St. Clement. in 
his 1st Eþistle to the Corinthiaus, 
quotes as in:,pired- ............ Judith, '" isdom, Ec- 
clesiast iells and 1 
and 2 )laccabees. 


Earlv in the second centUT\' thp ancient 
Itålic yersion gives as Scripture... ... An )'OUI' Apocrypha. 
In 379. St Dama
us ... ... ... ... ... All 
'uur ApucrJpha. 
In 393, Council of Hippo, Plenary of 
Africa ... ... ... ... ... All. 
In 3
)S, Third Council of Cartha;e... ... All. 
Iu 40.
, Innocent I. ... ... ... ... ... 
\1l. 
In 410, St. Chromatius... ... ... ... ... Tobias, Jndit1l, Wi
- 
dom, Eccll'siasticus. 
... All. 
... All. 
All. 
A II. 
... All. 


In 4!9, Sixth Council of Cal.thage ... 
In 4']7. St. Au!!ustine ... 
In 463, Pope Hilary... 
In 494, Pope GelaSÍus ... ... ... ... 
The Latin Vulgate ...... ... ... 


To see this development carried out nlost 
trikinglr, 
b\1' authentic document
. I refer the reader to "Lec- 
t
re de 1a S. Bible," by :\Igr. )Ialou, Bishop of Bruges, 
2 vo15., Louyain, pp. 120. et seq. 
,.... I allowed you to reply to my last letter, in order 
to afford you the sati5tàction derived by every in3cnuous 
lllind from an apology for error. You had endeayoured 
to make a strong case against the Catholic Canon, that 
it had been passed at the Council of Trent, by a hand- 
ful of Theûlogians, in II only fm.ty-thrce IXDIYIDC.\LS, 
on whose qualifications you comulented 
arca5ticallr. 
In reply, I proyed that you had erred most grievously as 
to Dunlber and qualifications,-in a word, that-your 
blunders, if such luerely, were of the very gros3e3t into 
w'hich a man can fall, haying the slightest pretension to 
learning and truth. There was no escape by the pri- 
,ilege of private judgment. I feel convinced that if 
anyone, not totally hardened against 
hame and con- 
science, were convicted of such g-ross fhlsification of 
fact
_ directed, too, against the religious belief of any 
denon1ination of Christians, he would be overwhelmed 
with confusion-that his only relief wOlùd be fuund, 
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in the earliest and fullest acknowledgment of error, 
with an offer of any reparation in his power. 
Kow, sir, let our readers judge with what an un- 
scrupulous adversary I have to contend. Do you make 
an avowal of error? Do you offpr any expression of 
regret? Do you do anything of that which, I say not 
a meek and sincere 111inister of Religion, earnest in I1Ïs 
frequent and warm appeals to God, to Conscience, and 
to Charity, but what any man retaining a spark of 
Ilonour would adopt? No, sir I But, with as much 
effrontery, as though a mere uninlportant inaccuracy 
had been slipped into, you write:-" It was not fortr- 
three but fifty-three Dlen who composed the Council of 
Trent, assisted by furty theologians. 
Ir. Baylee is, 
therefore, neither a scholar nor a gentlenlan" (lnark 
what follows-the artful but truthless evasion,) "FOR 
OBJECTIXG TO THAT COUNCIL." And now what are the 
facts? 
You asserted that the Council was composed exclu- 
sively of forty-three individuals; you now" rite fifty- 
three. But the Council was composed of one hurub'ecl 
and one individuals. You put thenl down as "the 
Popes's legates, the Bishop of Trent, four A)Ochbislwps, 
t(cen
'J-eight Bishops, three .....\.bbots, and fow. Gen..entls of 
Orders. K ow, I proved to you that rou were wrong- 
gro
s]y wrong in almost each of these details-that there 
were present five Cardinals, eigllt Archbishops, fm.iy other 
Bishops, three Abbots, and .fi,;e Genmoals of Orders; and 
tl1at your own anti-Catholic historian, Sarpi, would haye 
put you right. 'Yhat did you draw upon, sir, for 
the3e extraordinary inventions ? Was it on the blind 
credulity by which yuu have so often misled those who 
confiùed in you, without detection or Ieproof, in your 
continual onslaughts on Catholic truth? And the 
qualifications of those members of the Council? Thev 
were sixty-one of the highest Dignitaries of the Church 
-delegated fronl ahnost every part of Catholic Europe 
-in conlffiunion with the universal Church-and re- 
cognised as its Representatives-holding intercourse 
,\:i th absent Bishops, supported by their concurrence, 
mùed by the learning and abilities of forty of the most 
distinguished Scholars whom the Church possessed, and 
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cheered, at the conclusion of their labours, by the np- 
plause and confirmation of all, who took part in the 
termination of the Council, and by the acceptance of 
their Definitions by the whole Catholic wurld. 
Ie- 
thinks I should henceforth be held, even by your very 
friends and admirers, justified in declining further dis- 
cussion ,vith such an unscrupulous and dishonourable 
opponent, but I aIn engaged by far higher interests 
than those of mere hun1an feeling-by lIis honouI, who 
son1etilnes visits ,vith infatuation, those whom it is IIis 
design to confound. 
You perhaps flatter yourself, that you may find re- 
fuge behind the dissen3Îons, concerning the Canon of 
Scripture, ,vhich you parade against the Council. As 
I have reason to owe you velY little courtesy, I must 
state my persuasion that, even when you have' good 
authority before you, your representations are not to 
be trusted. Your quotation, I perceive, though I mn 
not indebted to you for the infonnation, is takcn frOlll 
the excellent history of the Council of Trent, by the 
Rev. J as. 'Vaterworth; and, instead of regarding- the 
Session of the Council, in which the Canon of Scripture 
'vas defined, as you ,vouId lead the reader to conclude, 
the quotation relates n10rely to one of the intermediate 
congregations, or con1n1Íttees, at ,yhich Inatters were 
being prepared f01' the following Session, not held until 
the 8th of ...\.pril. 
VI. " Yon (I) produced no evidence that St. J erOlne 
ever cited the Apocrypha as Canonical. " In his Comnl., 
in.c. xviii. Jeren1., v.IS., he writes, "As says the Scrip- 
ture, 'VisdOln shall not enter into a Inaliciou:3 soul ;" 
from 'Visdom, i. 4. In Ep. ] 18., n. 1., edit. Val., "Di. 
vine Scripture saith, a tale out of tin1e is like music 
in mourning," fronl Ecdes. xxii. 6. Evidences reIa ting 
to Judith and the first book of l\Iaccabees, I have 
al1eged in my first letter. 
That it ,vas of the Jewish Canon St. J er0111e spoke, 
in the quotation given in your first letter, receives 
confirn1ation from his answer to an accusation frOln 
Ruffinus, that he had suppressed those parts of Daniel, 
,vhich the Jews did not adluit. lIe replies to the accu- 
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sation:-" I diel not express nlY own sentiments, but 
1 ." 
what the Jews were accust01nec to say agmnst us. 
The reader who would see this subject handled fully, 
and convincingly, will do wen to read the work by l\lgr. 

ralou, Bishop of Bruges, referred to above. 

t\.fter such an exposure as has been made, in my 
last, and present letter, of your reasoning and good 
faith, the reader would be at a loss to conceive how you 
possibly dare to conclude thus :-" It is, therefore, an. 
indisputable fact, that Rome has departed frOIn the 
Catholic Canon of Scripture ;" had you not manifested 
the logic of your mind, by that nlost singular syllogislll, 
whereby you had the satisfaction of drawing a most 
important conclusion, out of nothing. 


.Vl. THE CLE)IEXTIXE LITURGY. 
Your answers I will consider in the order given by 
you. 
i. The Doxolof!'Y, "Glory to God in the highest, &c., 
is not the worship of the Host." ..A.nd the only reason 
why not is, because YOlt do not allow it. Perhaps the 
reader's judgnlent, when he reviews DlY argument, _will 
not confirnl yours. 
ii. "That prayer does not teach Transubstantiation." 
.:\ly preceding reply applies equally here. But you 
quote prayers to the effect that, "after the in vocation 
of the Holy Ghost upon the elelnents, they are stin con- 
sidered merely as a gift brought to the J../ord, and 
accepted through the lnediation of Christ in Heaven." 
-The 11l0st important word in this argument, the only 
ÏInportant word, is that which is italicised-merely- 
which, unfortunately, does not appear in the original at 
all. 'Yithout that word, the prayer is quite conlpati- 
ble with Transubstantiation. .,A. proof that should be 
satisfactory is this. 'Ve believe in Transubstantiation; 
yet, in our )Iissal, occurs the following prayer, after 
Consecration, even less expres5ive of Transubstantia- 
tion, than the one you quote, inasllluch as it speaks of 
the consecrated Host as bread :-" \Ve offer unto Thy 
lllOst excellent )[ajesty, of Thy gifts bestowed upon us, 
a pure Host, the holy bread of eternal life, and cup ot 
everlasting salvation. Upon which vouchsafe to look 
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,dth 3. propitiolB and sercne countenance, and to ac- 
cept.........'ye 11105t hUlnbly beseech thee, AlInighty 
God, COlnlnand these things to be carried by the hanùs 
of thy holy angel, to thy altar on high, in the sight of 
thy Divine :.\Iaje:;ty...... through the same Christ our 
Lord." 'Vhat an overwhehning proof against Transub- 
stantiation, if this pra.yer were in an ancient Oriental 
Liturgy! Possibly, even, it may be Ploved thereby, 
that 'We are not believers in that doctrine I 
" Equally far is the Liturgy from teaching a sin- 
offering. As I have already said, prayer for the ren1Ïs- 
sion of sins is very different froBl a sin-offering." -But 
,vhen the prayer is to the effect quoted in my last, 
that" the IIolr Spirit may make this bread to be the 
Body of Thy Christ, this Chalice the Blood of Thy 
Christ-that all who are partakers thereof may obtain 
')oømission of sins"-it conyeys an idea of efficacy beyond 
that of lucre prayer-efficacy derived frOlll the excel- 
lence of the victinl, substituted for the bread and wine. 
If you will not allo,v this to be called a sin-offering, 
neither haxe u;e any. I cannot ,vãste titne in further 
dispute with you about ,vords. 
iii. "The reference to the Lord's Pray'cr does not 
prove that Christ directed worship onl!J to God the 
:FatheI. I did not expect that Arian argument fron1 a 
ROlnan Catholic Bishop."-A.nd a ROlllan Catholic 
Bishop did not expect that the Principal of a Protes. 
testant Theological College ,vould foist into his wor(13 
the particle only, wherein consists Arianisn1, and there- 
upon turn round and Cllarge hÏ1n with heresy. This is 
the second tilHe, ,vithin a Þ very SlTIaU cOlnpass, that you 
have had recourse to this strle of argumeut, against 
,vhich dcfence is very difficult. 
" The kingdom for which we are taught to pl'ay, in 
the Lorcrs Prayer, is Christ's kingdmn; therefi)re, 
,yhen we say, 'Thy kingdOln come,' we pray to 
Christ."-

 striking specÏ1nen is this, too, of the way 
in which private juaglnent exercises itself on Scripture. 
The daily breaù for which we are taught to pray in the 
Lorù's Prayer is our bread; therefore, when ,ve say, 
'" give u
 tl
is day our ùaily breaù," we pray to oU.j"- 
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serres. If '!lour reasoning be conclusive, 7JlÏne is just a
 
luuch so. 
iv. " There is no offering of the fIost after Consecra- 
tion."- 'Vith the Liturgy before you, and having 
reason to presume that others have a copy, how can 
you be so indifferent to mis-statelnents? The bishop, 
near the end of C. 12, having recited the words of 
Clllist, whereby He instituted the holy Sacrifice, pro- 
ceeds :- 
"Therefore, mindful of His passion, death, resurrec. 
tion, ascension, and second coming with glory and 
power to judge the living and dead, Thee, our King 
and God, we supplicate, to look down benignantly 
upon these gifts.... ..and to send 'upon t!tis Sac1'ifice 
thy Holy Spirit, the witness of the sufferings of the 
Lord Jesus, in order that he may make (ù,;;,ofþ1Jv'l 
exhihcat) this bread to be the Body of thy Christ, 
and this cup the TIlood of thy Christ, whereby the 
partakers thereof may be confirmed unto godliness, 
lllay obtain ren1ission of their sins, may be delivered 
fron1 the Devil and his error.........::\Ioreover, we 
OFFEr. IT to Thee for all the saints.......-..Also we 
OFFEr. IT to Thee for this people." 
v. K oticed sufficiently at ii. 
vi. "Bishop Gillis and Bishop Brown contradict 
each other."-You have never directed. me where to 
look far this contradiction, and I have no tin1e to waste 
on a n1atter of no importance. Of this I am very cer- 
tain-that between Bishop Glllis and me there is not 
the slightest discrepancy, on any matter affecting Catho- 
lic fhith. . 
vii. "'Yhy did you not answer about St. Paul's 
reference to the peace-offering ?"-BecaÚse I neither 
could nor can n1ake out what Y OU are contenrlin rr for. 
i:) 
It is SOlne crochet, which I never before TIlet with in 
controversy. 
. viii. "I challenge you to bring forward one quota- 
tIon, frOlll Catholic authors of primitive antiquity, 
to show that the prin1Îtive Church prayed to the 
Dead, and you tell1l1e in reply Heretics did so."-Go 
back to n:y answer, and you will see that you haye 
,yholIy nnsrepresented its purport. No evidence can 
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be more conclusive of the faith of the Christian Church, 
in the early part of the fifth century and upwarùs, than 
that which I drew from the persevering belief of the 
Nestorians and Eutychians, in the doctrine 'which tlley 
'Jnust llare held, befm'e tlwÜ- fall 'into ltc)'esy. It is an ar- 
gunIcnt, proof..against everything, except evasion, and 
n1Ïsrepresen ta tion. 
ix. "I have to charge you with very serious nlÏsquo- 
tation, so as totally to alter the meaning of the Liturgy 
,vhich you propose to cite." You thereupon point to 
four errors in IllY quotation: "Let us comnlemorate 
(1. rClllclnber) the holy 111artyrs, that 'we may merit 
(2. be thought ,vorthy) to share in their trÏllluphs 
(
t struggle). Let us pray for those who are departed 
(4. are at rest) in the faith."- Your corrections render 
lllore verbally the original, but I am not satisfied that 
I have n1Ïsrepresented its meaning. 1. .A. barren re- 

nem,b'ì'ance of the holy martyrs, appears to me unequ'11 
to the force of the prayer, that ,ve 111ay nlerit, or be 
thought worthy to share, whether in their 
truggle or 
triunlphs. 2. As Inen seldom pray for conlbats, but as 
a l11cans of obtaining victory, I do not see why, by a 
lawful use of the figure l\Ietonomy, my translation 111ay 
not be held to be quite correct. 3. IIere I dissent de- 
cidedly fr0111 you, and contend t11at the original is more 
adequately rendered, "lllay become worthy;" which 
lueans "merit," than" be thought 'worthy;" nay, your 
translation i
 positively incorrect. 4. You are battling 
about a straw. I connect no doctrine with nlY transla- 
tion, which is not equally deducible from yours. In 
either translation, prayer is offered for a class of de- 
parted souls, separated, in the order and tenns of the 
f'ervice, fr01n the prayers offered for the l\Iartyrs. 
Hence, those" who are at rest.in the faith," yet are the 
objects of prayer, can be no others than they ,dIO are 
departed in the faith. 
:\1y translation is borne out-First, by Le Brun. 
"Liturgie
," Art. viii. "Fal/Jons 'lnhnoire des Saints 
:\1artyrs, pour '/néJ'ite}- de participer à lenrs triornplzes. 
Prions pour ceux qui sont nWl.ts dans la foi." Secondly, 
by Ceillier. (t. 3, p. 64D.) "On réiterait la prière pour 
tontes les conditions, même pour ceux qui étaient mOl.ts 
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en paix; et en faisant 'lnénwiJ.e des martyrs, on denlan- 
doit de participer à leurs con1bats." Labbe." .Jlemo- 
· " & A . 

'emltr :\lartyres t;anctos, ut mereamw', 
c. gmnst 
these learned writers I never heard nlade a charge of 
misquotation; wherefore, I trust that by inlpartial 
readers, I shall be held guiltless, even in matters of no 
practical moment. I may add, that 'Vhiston's transla- 
tion justifies mine on some of the points you object 
to. "Let us be mindful of the holy martyrs, &c. 
Let us pray for those who are depaJ.tecl in the faith." 
x. "I have again to complain of suppression in your 
answer to Ko. 10. I had asked why the Pope is not 
mentioned. Your readers ,vould understand by my 
question, not the single Bishop of one Diocese, but the 
supreme I-Iead of the Church. K ot finding any nlen- 
tion of the Bishop of Rome in the Clementine COln- 
nlunion Office, you quote part of a sentence, an1Ïtting 
those parts which overthrow the idea of a Papal supre. 
nlacy."-Having cited the passage in question, not with- 
out inaccuracy as I shall show, you conclude: "Thus you 
single out Clenlens, Bishop, as if he were spoken of as 
Pope; whereas, he is only second in the list of Bishops 
and their Parishes. Why have you said nothing of the 
omission of the name of the Blessed Virgin?" -'V ery 
serious accusations these; but the cause of truth, like 
the enchanter's wand, will readily dissolve them into 
their original emptiness. 
1. 1\1 Y quotation 'lcas from the Communion SC1. t dce, as 
you term it-from that part of the Liturgy which is 
subsequent to the dismissal of the Catechumens and 
Penitents, and which correspond a with our Canon of 
the ßlass-that part of our service in which 'lee pray 
for the Bishop of Rome. 2. There appears no reason 
why Clemens should be praJed for by nanle, except as 
being Bishop of Rome. 3. He is named second, the 
only name preceding being that of the Apostle James, 
to ,
hom the composition of the Liturgy in question is 
ascrIbed. It need not appear surprising, if the name of 
an }..postle be recited, in a LiturO' y claiminO' hilll for 
. I 0 0 
Its aut lor, before that of the Bishop of Rome, not being 
an Apostle. But this reason will appear stronO'er, and 
an explanation will be apparent why Clemen
 is not 



194 lliL\.LLIDILITY OF TIlE CHCRCH OF RO:\IE. 


prayed for, as Pore, when the reader is relnindcd tha t, 
according to the ....\.postolical Constitutions," of which 
the Liturgy fornls a part, St. Peter was supposed to be 
living; whilst the exclusive Inention, by nanIe, of two 
bishops, Clerllens and Evodiu
, the representatives of 
St. Peter, the former at Rome, (governed in his absence 
by St. ClenIens, as coadjutor of St. Peter, as is related 
by TIede and others,) and the latter at Antioch, where 
Evodins succeeded him-is a homage paid to his Supre- 
luacy. I nIay add that, upon these Apostolical Consti- 
tutions criticisnl must not be very earnestly pressed, as 
the work is, unquestionably, not of the date to which 
it lays claiIn, even by several centuries. Your inaccu- 
racy it is, that for Diocese (better Dioceses), as in my 
translation, you substitute Parishes. N o,v, every 
Ecclesiastical Archæologist knows, that the ternl you 
render "Parish," denotes a Bishop's Diocese. 5. I will 
reply to your question, why the Blessed Virgin is not 
naIlled, so soon as you can infonn llle the precise date 
cf the Blessed 'Virgin's death, the presullled date of the 
"Apostolical Constitutions," and afford me any well- 
founded assurance, that the author of the Liturgy pro- 
fessed, or intended, to include therein all, O'ì' even most, 
of the devotional exercises, 
anctioned by the Church. 
This applies equally to your remark about relic\), anù 
merits of Saints. 
xi. On the word" merit," in my translation, I have 
treated above. 
xii, The Roman Catholic Church has, at times, al- 
lowed the cup to the Laity. It is, indeed, a n1atter 
,vhich, from the beg
nning, us can be s}lown, the Church 
regarded as belonging to Discipline only, and therefore 
not invariable. N or is it difficult to prove, if needful, 
that Anglicanisln holds the sanle principle. (1st of Ed- 
'ward VI., c. 1.) As a neces
ary result from belief in 
Transubstantiation, the Laity suffer no loss, by being 
restricted to communion under one kind. The only 
precept to receive under both kinds, was addl'essed to the 
Apostles, and thei'r successors in the Priesthood, who 
alune ,yere present at the Last Supper, when the pre- 
cept was delivered. 
Y 011 conclude this subject, by summing up the eleven 
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particulars in which, as you flatter yourself, you have 
shown that the Liturgy condenl11s the Roman :\Iissal. 
Let the reader look at my fornler letter, and nlY pre- 
sent replies, counting how much false argument I have 
exposed, in everyone of those pal ticulars, find he will 
understand to what an extent you either blind your- 
self, or think you can blind others, by confident as- 
sertions. 


VII. THE SY)IBOL OF KICE. 
ì-ou pronounce that "the Apostles', Kicene, find 
.A..thanasian Creed::; are not different artIcle::; of faith, but 
they are the same articles, differently expressed. "-And 
can you venture thus to insult the understanding of 
your rearlers? 'Vhere, in the Apostles' Creed, is con- 
tained the Consubstantiality of the Son of God? 'Yho, 
of the ancient Fathers, in disputing with the Arians, 
would have failed to trilunph by such evidence? Yet, 
which of thenl ever attempted to convince his adyer- 
sary thereby? 'Yhere, in that creed, is contained the 
procession of the Holy Ghost from the Son; which 
the whole Greek Church long denied, and does deny, 
because it does not appear therein, nor is deducible 
therefrolll? 'Yhere, ill the Creed of the Apostles, or 
of 
îce, is the faith expressly defined against the K es- 
toriallS and Eutychians, 3S handed down in the Atha- 
nasian Synlbol, of one Person in Christ, yet two 
Natures, unn1Ïxed and uncollfused? Let there be no 
quibble in the words you annex:-" Neither the Kicene 
nor the Athanasian Symbol delivers an article of faith 
that is not contained in the Apostles', as es.
ential to 
sal-cation." Koone who knows the allathenlas, pro- 
nounced by the .Kicene Fathers against the blasphenlY 
of Arius, and by the Constantinopolitan Fathers against 
the heresy of 
Iacedonius, can hesitate to believe that 
they required assent to the articles which, in their 
Creeds, were opposed to those false doctrines, as essen- 
tial to salration. The 
>\.thanasian Creed e:xpressly de- 
clare!":, th.at Faith in all its doctrines is necessary for 
eternal life. The venerable authors of those creeds 
knew nothing of '!Jour distinction between faith in a 
Being, necessary to salvation-and faith in Dogmas, not 
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necessary; but, byarglunent, and much suffering, they 
contendeù for belief in all the doctrines which they had 
receiveù frOlll their Fathers, as requisite to true saving 
fai the 
You have n1ade a notable discovery, that "the 
Crced of Pius IV. ould not have been the SYll1boi of 
faith before it was written in the year 1564."-But its 
doctrines n1ight all of thenl have been held by the 
Church long previously, coming down frOlll the 'V ord 
of God, written or unwritten; and this we contend was 
th e case. 
You go on: "I have proved, from the staten1ent of 
the Council of Trent, that the Kicene Synlbol was the 
creed of the Church for ]200 years."-Another notable 
discovery, which no Catholic, at least, ever disputed. 
But, if you wish it to be understood, that you proved 
this fron1 the Council of Trent, I refer to the proof in 
IllY last letter, so disingenuously passed over by you, 
that you n1isrepresented the words of the Council; and 
if, as I suspect, you mcan to infer, that no substantial 
additions were Inade to the Kicene Symbol, by the 
Councils of Constantinople, of Ephesus, of Chalcedon, 
and others, and inÛsted upon as necessar!J to salvation by 
beli
f, explicit ,.hen duly proposed, inlplicit on the part 
of all, you ,vish to ill1pose serious error upon the credu- 
lous reader. 
I can but smile at your vain-glorious "challenge, 
that I produce a single Catholic Father, who delivers 
anyone of seven points you extract frOlll the Creed of 
Pope Pius I'
." And" ere I to produce them, as is 
1110St easy, you ll1Ïght quietly pass the111 over, as you do 

o 111any .of 111Y argulllcnts, to which you have no reply 
that you have confidence to hazard; or, by engaging 
l11e to quit the one vital doctrine on each side, which I 
agreed to discuss with you, you '\
ould break into a 
,,-ide field for the display of your manæuvres in 11lisre- 
presentation, falsification, scurrility, and blasphenlY, 
,,-herein you n1Ïght long elude lllY pursuit-to YO'll" no 
doubt, yery congenial, but to me, wearisome, and un- 
profitable. 
If, seriously, you desire to kno,v wlJat the doctrine 
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of the Fathers on those points was, you nmy read it in 
,,- aterworth's H Faith of Catholics." 
Y" ery few words I offer, on your concluding para- 
graph. Could a suhject of our Qneen revere and loye 
her. yet spit and trample upon her portrait, or that of 
any dear fi'iend, known to be loved and honoured by 
her ? 
lt pply sin1Ïlar reasoning to "the wooden image 
of St. Anthony or St. Don1Ïnic," and the nlotive of our 
yeneration will at once be understood and approved. 
"\Ve need not be told that, of itself, the image is a piece 
of nlere valueless material; but, it represents those who 
Rre the friends of God, and honoured by Him. If, of 
His Apostles on earth it was true, " he that despiseth 
you despiseth nle;" it cannot be less true of his Saints 
in Heaven. It is a nlere inconsistent mockery, to talk 
of trusting one's whole Being to our Saviour, if at the 
sanle mOlnent a man ostentatiously dishonour lIinl in 
those WhOlll He wills to be honoured. I leave our 
readers to answer, "'Yhere is common sense to be 
found? " 


VIII. St'"PRE)IACY OF THE RO)IAN SEE. 
i. "Primacy is not SUpreIllacy. "-
-\.n important dis- 
covery. 'Vhat, then, is Primacy? Our canonists, 
theologians, and the holy fathers have no other word 
for expressing Suprenlacy, than "Primatus." 
ii. 
'Bishop Brown's disparagenlent of so enlinent a 
scholar as Du Pin, ought to weigh very little with a 
thoughtful ROlllan Catholic, when he is informed that 
Du Pin received the highest approbation from the doc- 
tors of the Sorbonne, the nlOst eminent theological 
body which the Church of Ronle possessed." As a 
scholar, Du Pin merits conul1endation; but on questions 
of Ecclesiastical history and theology, that spirit of pre- 
judice and hostility against the lIoly See, with his 
strong leaning to ultra-liberalislll in religion, which re- 
comnlend hinl so nluch to our opponents, lowers hilll 
equally in the estimation of sound Catholics. Bossuet, 
no bigot, and even the chief of the Gallican school, dis- 
approved of him, and lodged serious charges again
t 
him, before Harlay, the Archbishop of Paris, who 
obliged hilll to retract a great number of serious errors. 
1-1 
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Petit-Didier, as I remarked, refuted him on nlany 
points; and, subsequently, he ,yas forced to resign his 
Professorship, to which he ,vas never restored, and to 
quit Paris. At the Sorbonne he had, it is true, a party 
of adn1Ïrers; but there ,vere others of that University, 
eminent lllen, who' disavowed his doctrine. 
iii. "Conjectures that Hosius ,vas the Pope's Legate 
are of no value. In argument we require proof."-Just 
so; and would that you acted up to this persuasion.- 
"A nluch lllore plausible conjecture for Hosius's hon- 
ourable distinction, is Constantine's particular fayonr 
towards him." - Unfortunately for your consistency, 
you fall back at once upon the nlerest conjecture, in 
place of proof; whilst I subn1Ït that, in nlY former 
letter, was sonlething rr..uch beyond simple conjecture, of 
,vhich you prudently take no notice. In reply to what 
you now iUlagine, I answer that Constantine, who, as 
Eusebius informs us in his Life, appeared at the Council 
as a spectator merely, standing until requested by the 
Bishops to sit, and then occupying a seat lower than the 
seat of the assembled Fathers,-Constantine had too 
nluch respect for the rights of the spiritual power, in 
purely spiritual matters, to attenlpt to violate the 
Canons by forcing, upon the General Council of Kice, 
a President ,vho could have no shadow of a title to that 
important post, other than lInperial favour. Nor could 
it be supposed that such attenlpt would have been sub- 
n1Ïtted to, without a wOTd of remonstrance from a single 
aggrieved Bi
hop. Truly, such" a conjecture is of no 
value. In argunlent we require proof." But, on 
1ny side, I informed you there ,vere further proofs than 
those given, which I ,vas prepared to adduce, had you 
raised against these the snlallest rational objection. 
" The reader ,vill, I hope, remember that you had 
not offered any real answer to the fatal objection to the 
Pope'
 Supremacy, furnished by the Kicene Canon." 
This passage alone ,,
ould be enough, had not a multi- 
tude of similar evidences been crowded into your letters, 
to delnonstrate the recklessness of argunlent on the part 
of nlY opponent. In my first reply, I showed that there 
exists a reading of the Nicene Canon, subversive of 
your conclusion, most ancient, supported by existing 
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IS. authority, and received without any reclanlation 
against its genuineness, at the Council of Chalcedon- 
that if I accepted your reading, yet the Canon in ques-. 
tion regards, not the Supremacy of the I10ly See, but 
only its Patriarchal jurisdiction-that your interpreta- 
tion was manifestly disproved by the subsequent appeals 
of several of the most distinguished among the Kicene 
Fathers. In my second reply, I charged your insinua- 
tion against 111Y first preceding argun1ent, ,vith fàlsifi- 
cation of history. I quoted the Council of Chalcedon, 
in proof that, whatever was the correct reading of the 
Canon, yet the Council denied the meaning you attri- 
bute to that Canon; and I showed why Du Pin's 
opinion is of no weight with Catholics, in favour of 
your reading; it being indeed, on this matter, contra- 
dicted, as perhaps you know, by most distinguished 
Catholic writers. And now, instead of disproof, ex- 
planation, or apology, you unblushingly dare to assert 
that )TOU had alleged ., a fatal objection, to which I 
offered no real answer 1" 


IX. RO)IE SCHIS
IA TICAL. ST. PETER. 
I notice such of your argulllents only as offer any 
new objections. 
iii. "Rome has no special promises. No answer."- 
The promises were nlade to St. Peter; and I showed that 
he had entailed their effects upon his last See-Rome. 
Instead of denying the fact of Iny answer, you had bet- 
ter have tried to refute it. 
vi. " No special prerogative was given to Peter, by 
the Apostles. Ko answer."-Xor was any so ridiculous 
an objection offered; though had it bee!',- I should have 
deelned it beneath notice. St. Peter's prerogative de- 
pended exclusively on the appointment uf Jesus Christ; 
and by Him I showed that it had been singularly, and 
pre-eminently given. . 
yii. "St. Paul declares himself, ahd not St. Peter, to 
be the Apostle to the Gentiles. No answer."-On tIle 
contrary, I maintain, not only that I answered this ob- 
jection, but refuted it. See the last paragraph úf page 
117. K 0 exclusive conln1Ïssion was given by our Sa- 
viour to St. Peter. Quite the reverse; he was directed 
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to fcec1 IIis lambs and lIis sheep. "l\Icn and brethren," 
spoke St. Peter, "know ye not that, a good ,vhile ago, 
God nlacle choice alnongst us that the Gentiles by Iny 
mouth should hear the 'Yora of the Gospel, and be- 
lieve?" (.Acts xv. 7.) 
" Yon offer l1
t a shadow of proof that St. Peter was 
Bishop of Rome."-
ry position I have established; and 
every objection, to ,vhich I Ï1nagine you attached the 
least importance against Iny position, I have proved to 
be erroneous, or inapplicable. This is all that the con- 
ditions of our controversy require, or permit. IIad 
you gone beyond a mere denial, t11at St. Peter was 
nishop of ROlne, I should not solely have contradicted 
your assertion, but have disproved your arguments; 
nor ,vould the duty have required TIIOre than an in- 
creased length of reply. Besides tIle inspired authors, 
there have conle down to us only short "orks of two 
contemporary writers, C]enlens and IIernl9.s. K01V 
supposing, for the sake of argunlent, (but far from con- 
ceding it as admitted,) that the Babylon fronl which 
St. Peter wrote his first Epistle was not Rome, and that 
the passage on which many scholars rely in the first 
Epistle of Clenlent, C. 5., is mnbiguous, still the argu- 
nlent drawn fronl the silence of cotenlporary w'riters is 
but negative, and very weak, since only one of th\.
nl 
(St. Luke, in the Acts) writes historically; and even 
he, after the early chapters, is engrossed. by the InbouTs 
of St. Paul, down to his arriyal in ROllle in the year 61. 
But we have a crowd (If authorities, closely linked with 
the Apostolic age, and bearing testiInony to a public 
and most iUlportant fact, that St. Peter went to Honle 
-that he resided there-that he founded there the 
Church to which, on that accQunt, all the other ...\pos- 
tolic Churches, and the Churches of increasing Christi- 
anity appealed, as to the highest authority-and that 
there he consumu1ated his Apostleship by l.\Iartyrdon1. 
The evidence is too lengthy for this letter, or, indeed 
for a public journal; bu t it ll1ay be seen in many 
writers, Protestant as ,veIl as Catholic; and is ad111ittecl 
by Usher, Cave, Pearson, Young, Blondell, Casaubon, 
Du 
Ioulin, Scaliger, Easnage, Grotius, the Centuri- 
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ators of :\Iagdeburg, and other Protestants. (See l\Ia- 
o-uin sur" La Papauté." Paris. 1841.) 
b "Eusebius declares Linus to have been the first 
Bishop of Rome."-This assertion is on a par with end- 
less other mis-statements, so palpable, that I mn asto- 
nished you should hazard it. The words of Eusebius 
fire: "Linus, as we have said ahove, succeeded to the 
episcopacy of the Roman Church, THE FIRST AFTER PETER." 
(L. iii., c. 4.) 
" How can you say that St. Augustine did not change 
his opinion, when he hinlself calls his whole book Re- 
tractations? "-St. Augustine, as I snid in nlY last 
reply, from ignorance of 6yriac, allowed that ::\1at1. xvi. 
18, 'ìnigll,t ooar another nleaning than the one he origin- 
ally assigned t0 it; and hence he calls this a "Ietrac- 
tation;" but he did not, as JOu n1Ísrepresent hÍln, 
4.
 change his opinion w the Protestant view of the text," 
nor give this any preference. 
Your attenlpted solutions of n1Y arguluents from 
Scripture, and my replie
, I anl perfectly satisfied to 
leave to every reflecting and candid ræder. 


X. 8CPERSTITIOX AND IDOLATRY. 
l
 on return to the blasphemy, that we "pretend to 
bring the Blesæd Son of God frOlll heaven to ealth, and 
offer HÜu up in 
acrifice for the cure of a sick cow."- 
\Yhyam I forced to repeat, that the great ends of our 
Altar Sacrifice are :-
. the Supreme Honour of God- 
Thanksgiving-the Application of the S8crifice of the 
Cross for remission of sin-lastly, Supplication for our 
d.aily spiritual and corpoIal wants." Until JOu shaH 
l1ave proved that we 11lay not beg of God tenlporal 
favours, (though but secondarily, an(1 conditionally,) 
you have 110 right to limit the object of our lnuuble 
petitions to anything, not in itself unlawful; and still 
less ought you to express yourself in any way calcu- 
lated to nlake ignorant Protestant readers suppose, that 
1Iass is somctinles celebrated, as its sole or chief pur- 
pose, "for the cure of a sick cow, or a larcrer take 
of herrinO"s I" Ü 
Ü 
:\1 Y brief but sufficient analysis of the condition of 
every Catholic n1Ïnù, when addressing the Blessed \
ir- 
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gin and the Saints, in language which nlay appear, 
without such explanation, revolting to Protestant 
prejudice, is passed over by you .without any 
rmnark, beyond terming it, "Certain refinelnents about 
creature worship." Fortunately, I nlay reckon upon 
finding readers, ,vho will do justice to an explanation 
,vhich you and all are bound, practically, to admit, in 
the language of 111an to his fellow-rnortals; and which 
]las satisfied the learned and good of all ages. It pre- 
serves to God all I-lis supreme privileges, and nlaintains 
an infinite distance betwecn 11im and the lllost exalt eel 
of creatures; amidst the outward anlbiguityof certain 
,vords and forms, common to Suprenle ,V orship, as to 
acknowledgn1ent of the lowest conl1ition of human 
superiority. 'Yhen, therefore, the creature is the most 
sublil-ne of created beings, elevated, by a singular pre- 
rogative, above the Angels, Archangels, the Cherubinl 
and SeraphiIn-nanlely, the true l\IoTHEn OF GOD, and, 
of all the 'J1W1 o e clâltb'en of Adm]}, tIw rnost perfect, by th e 
constant exercise of every highest virtue; and ,,-hen 
belief in One Sllprmne Lord has been again and again 
proclailned, with D distinct declaration that from IIis 
gratuitous nlercy all the privileges and excellencc of 
that creature ßo,v, (nnd this is professed by St. Bona- 
,'enture,) the expressions of an m
dent lllind, extoBing 
the bounty of the Giver, in the hOll1age paid to the 
creature, ought not to be tested, and judged, by the colcl 
câticisrn of a hostile cJ.ced. 
Under the conditions of our controversy, there is no 
inconsistency in my decliuing to enter fu;ther upon the 
Psalter of St. Bonaventure, "Which has never been the 
object of any forIllal approbation of the Church, and 
,vhich SOIl1e able critics have denied to be the produc- 
tion of that arJent lover of J esu
. 
" Yon deny creature worship to be idolatry, except 
it be intended to be Creator worship."-I added, that 
idolatry is further conlrnitted, "when any religious 
"Tor8hip is given to a creature, which is 'il0t refmored to 
the one tn,te Goel;" but I have long since abandoned 
the original hope I had, of receiving from you the most 
COn1ll10n justice, to lilY arguments or statements. Yet, 
,vithal, you overflow with piety and prayer. 
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Your objection from Joshua has been anticipated, In 
the early part of this reply. 


XI. CONFESSION. 
All that is worth notice under this head has been 
replied to, near the COlnmencement of the present 
letter. 


XII. JesTIFIcATION. 
i. You question the appositeness of n1Y first and se- 
cond distinctions of the meaning of justification, with 
their Scripture references; they were nlade necessary, 
however, by your endeavour to confine its 
ignifica- 
tion. "The third reference," you say, "confounds J us- 
tification with Sanctification." Precisely so. I wished 
to show from Scripture, that though the word Justifi- 
cation means, sometimes, a declaration of Justice, it 
may be, and frequently is, expressive of the acquisition 
of Justice OJ. sanctification. 
ii. "It is not I, but St. Paul, who a
cribes justifica- 
tion to faith alone." I beg to dissent most decidedly 
from this identification of St. Paul's doctrine with yours. 
That most essential particle" alone," on which the whole 
controversy hangs, happens to be YO'lt';" property Onl!l, 
and belongs in no 'Way to St. Paul. The endeavour to 
fasten it on that Apostle was a trick of Luther, who 
insisted that, because he willed it, therefore it should 
so be: "Sit pro ratione voluntas." 
'Ve assign the first step towards Justification, to Faith; 
but there are other accompanying dispositions for the 
reception of Justification. St. Paul, therefore, (Rom. 
iv. 7.) quoting from Ps. xxxii., teaches that "God im- 
puteth righteousness without works," i
asmuch as righ- 
teousness is not the fruit of works, but a gratuitous 
nlercy; but, there is nothing in that text, to authorise 
the conclusion, that formal Justification is a mere impu- 
tation of the justice of Christ, or a declaration of the 
remission of sin, to the exclusion of sanctifying grace, 
with its concon1Îtant virtues of faith, hope, con- 
trition, and love. "He saved us by the washing of 
:
generation, and rene'lvin9 of the Holy Glwst."-Tit. 
rn.
 - 
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lIl. Against my solution of Ronl. iii. 20-28., you con- 
tend, that St. Paul does not lin1Ït the works of th e law 
to the cereinoniallaw of the Jews. To shorten discus- 
sion, I reply that, even so, the .Apostle says nothing 
subversive of our faith, which, as I explained above, 
ascribes Justification to the pure mercy of God, and 
not to the 11lerit of works, whether in the la,v of l\Ioses, 
or of Christ. 
In nlY former letter I eXplained why I decline, since 
my engagement does not bind nle to it, a long abstruse 
discussion on Justification; feeling satisfied that the 
}\:ey with which, in that letter, I supplied the reader, i3 
quite sufficient to enable him to detect your sophistry, 
and to l1lake his way to Catholic truth. 


XIII. CELIBACY OF THE CLERGY. 
"Under this head you do not even attenlpt an answ
r 
to my arguments. I shall nlerely, therefore, restate 
them." I do regret, that you compel me 10 extend this 
reply, so greatly beyond all requisite liinits, by requir- 
ing that I answer, in detail, objections which will 
be found, I believe, adequately refuted by antece- 
dent general reasoning. However, you leave HIe no al- 
ternative. 
i. "Celibacy is recoIDlnended, not to the Clergy, but 
to the Laity, in all the places of the New Testarnent 
where it is referred to." Do you mean that it is limited 
to the Laity? \Vithout this, your argument i3 worth 
n-pthing, and this you <lare not luail1tain. Celibacy is, 
you are compelled to adlnit, recommended by the Apos- 
tle as the more perfect state; by whOl11, therefore, 
ought it to be practised, if not by those whose n1În- 
istry is nlost sublinle, and dmnands the highest perfec- 
tion? 
ii. "l\Iarriage is recOlllmended to Bishops, and hav- 
ing his children and household well regulated is given 
by the Holy Ghost as one qualification of a Christian 
n1Înister." The Church has ever interpreted the ,''{ords 
of the Apostle, to exclude a Bishop from a second Il1ar- 
riage, and to require that he should not keep other than 
a well-regulated household; but it is a perversion of 
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the text, as I have shown, to deduce frOIl1 it, either 
a precept to marry, or a reconnnendation thereof, 
as preferable, in a Bishop, to Celibacy. St. Paul 
was a Bishop, yet unlnarried, and wished all to be as he 
was. 
iii. "Forbidding to nlarry is a departure from the 
faith - the work of seducing spirits." The Gnostic8, 
referred to by the 
\..postle, forbade marriage absolutely, 
and in all: we esteem it, as a t;acnl1nent. The 
Gnostics condelnned it, as of itself unlawful: we hold 
it to be, of itself, lawful and honourable; forbid- 
ding it then only, when a previous vow of a luore 
perfect state, deliberately and freely made, is incom- 
patible with it. 
iv. "St. Peter was a married nlan." St. Peter for- 
sook all things to follow Christ, and is conlnlended for 
so doing. Now, aIl10ngst the renunciations cOInnlended 
by our Divine Teacher, consequent upon the declara- 
tion of St. Peter, and to which lIe pr.:.mlÎses a hUl1c1red- 
fold and life everlasting, the forsaking of a wife for His 
naUle's sake is expressed. It requires no stretch 
of private judgment to conclude, herefrom, that when 
St. Peter declared he had forsaken all things, he includ- 
ed his wife. (Jlatt. xix. 27-29.) 
v. '
)Iarriage is honourable in all." Certainly; 
until a . lawful voW', to the contrary, requires fulfil- 
nwnt. 
The inveterate passion for n1Ïsrepresentation, haunts 
you continually. It is untrue, that the Church en-' 
forces a vow, which is made not voluntarily. 
A.nxious not to have a semblance of undue advan- 
tage, I corrected, in the nUlnber ot the Catholic Stand- 
anl, inlnlediately following IllY last lette
', an inaccuracy 
of no importance to the 111atters of our Controversy, 
resulting frOIn the haste with which I anl compelled, 
by other duties, to throw off nlY replies. Instead of 
raising a doubt as to whether St. Peter, after declaring 
that he had fori'aken all things, returned to his fishing, 
which a moment's consideration 'would have prevented, 
I 
hould have given a lnore appropriate reply, had I 
saId that, "just as satisfactory an argunlcnt as the 
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return of St. Peter to his nets, in proof of his re- 
turn to his wife, would it have been, on the part of 
Mr. Baylee, to allege that, after ft)rsaking all things, 
he returned to his daily nleat and drink." Neither this 
nor his fishing, (until the duties of his apostleship 
should interfere,) characterised a state of inferior ex- 
cellence. 


XIV. READING THE BIBLE. 
Al though you quote the text, so comnlonly, but so 
vainly, relied upon by Protestant3, 3S though it con- 
tained a precept for the indiscriminate perusal of the 
llible, "Search the Scriptures," (John v. 39.) yet you 
prudently leave some ambiguity, as to whether you 
nlean to draw thence a general connnand. You can- 
not be ignorant that the Greek text is quite as literally 
translated, "Y e do search the Scriptures," not con- 
veying either precept or approval, but stating a 
fact nlerely; and that this translation is advocated 
by .A..dalll Clarke, and other learned Protestant Com- 
nlentators - Beza, Piscator, Cfilueron, Ljghtfoot, &c. 
Under this head no further argul11ent is proposed by 
you. 


x,r. PAPAL RO)IE IS TIlE B
\.BíLO
 OF 'l'IlE Apoc
\.- 
L YPSE. 
You assure me that you are not ,,
ithout proofs of 
yûur assertion. St. Jerome in his letter to l\Ial'ceJIa, 
inviting her to the 1110nastic life, declares ROlne to be 
the Babylon of the Ape calypse." 'Yhat a miserable 
sophism! Our dispute is about Papal ROllle. You 
boast of your proofs in store, to prove Jour position 
against her, and one you allege-surely not tIle 'weak- 
est'specimen in your own jndgn1cnt. 1\ ow St. J elonle, in 
that yery Epistle, distinguishes Imperial Rome - still 
abounding with heathenish vices, against ,vhich he di- 
rects his censures-from Papal Rmlie-tbe Church of 
Rome-on which he bestows the highe.;;t commenda- 
tions. "There," he writes, "exists the II01y Church; 
there are the trophies of the Apostles and l\Iartyrs; 
there is the true profession of Christ; there is the 
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fitith preached by the Apostles, and Christianity daily 
raising itself 011 high, after tranlpling upon Heathen- 
ism. " 
1Yith much loss of precious tinle, owing to your 
nerrlect of reference to Ecclesiastical 1Vriters from 
o 
wh0111 you quoted, whilst heavy duties pre:;:sed upon nle 
incessantly-with l1luch weariness, as I had to wade 
throurrh such a mass of irrelevant lnatter-and with 
o 
11luch disgust at the sophistry, ll1isrepre3entations, fal- 
sifications, and calunlnies, which I have proved to cha- 
racterise the arguluents, with scarcely any exceptions, 
that you pressed into your service, at length I anI ar- 
rived at the conclusion of that vital topic which you 
selected for your attack, and which I had undertaken 
to defend. The reader's attention I now invite to a 
few brief observations. 
1. Probably it was fully calculated upon by those 
Protestant leaders, who know little of the Catholic re- 
ligion, save fronl the representations of its opponents, 
that the first nlonlent in which its most distinctive 
doctrine-the one lying at the very foundation of con- 
troyersy with Protestants-should be brought into the 
bri8'ht light of Protestant argument, its emptiness 
would be nlanifested beyond don bt. Is such the 
case? 
2. Truth cannot be at variance with itself. It is one 
only. Either, therefore, :ßlr. Baylee is, or I am, the 
chmnpion of Error. And, of such infinite inIportance 
is it to on1Ït no pains for discovering on which side lies 
error, and having Blade the discovery, to 8nlbrace 
the truth at any co
t, that Life or Death Eternal 
depends thereon. "Preach the Gospel" -the whole 
body of good tidings -" to every creature, he that 
believeth not" (withoat any exception in the objects 
of this dogmatic fàith) "shall be danuled." ( )lal'k xvi. 
I G. ) J 
3. Let the arguments used on bodl sides upon the 
main fluestion, which separates from the Catholic 
Church all who have departed from her-the necessity 
of an Infallible Guide, and the question whether such 
guiJe be the Roman Catholic Church-let them, in the 



208 INFALLILILITY CF THE CHURCH OF RO
IE. 


nmne of your TIec1eelner, and for the sake of your dear 
souls, be 'weighed dispassionately. Has 
ny opponeru 
jaÜ'ly contested tlte 'V.ital question at iss'lte? Has he 
availed hÏ1n-;elf of his position of objector, to keep, 
strictly, to the direct question? Or has he not rather 
tried to leadlllc off frOln the essential point of Autho- 
rity, into ahnost the whole maze of controversy? This 
trick COllU11011ly renders our controversy ,vith Protes- 
tants fruitless. 
Exan1Ïne the evidences I alleged in my first letter, 
the objections made to them, and nlY replies. On the 
one side, methinks, the reader will see a goo.! deal of 
ingenuity, but n1uch 1110re of disingenuousness; bad 
faith, false logic, and ,,
hatever else is cOInmonly pressed 
by a bold advocate, anxious less for truth than vic tory, 
into his defence of a bad cause. Now, when all this is 
ventured upon, in the face of an adversary who may be 
thought pretty sure to detect it, what lin1Ïts to decep- 
tion can be calculated on, when those only are present, 
,dIo cannot, or dare not question the statelnents a<l- 
vanced, and the reasoning Clnployed? 
4. Supposing that neither of us has satisfied be- 
lievers of opposite doctrines, and that 1\11'. Baylee has 
not exhausted his Scripture authorities, as certainly he 
has not exhausted n1Ïne, does not this fact becOlne a 
strong proof of the necessity of some more secure guide 
than hunlan judgnlent, even on the part of educated 
11erson
, and far 11lore so on the part of the ignorant? 
And what an alarming fact is it, that there never was 
an error of doctrine, however absurd; not a system of 
1110rals, however ftagi tious, anlong professing Christians; 
for which Scripture, by private judgment, w
s not ap- 
pealed to confidently, and, in the estimation of the ap- 
pellant, irrefutably. 
5. Let it be ever borne in mind, that faith is a gift 
of God-a gift preceding all strict deserts on the part 
of man-a gift, the first in disposing to justification, 
and the sour0e of all other spiritual graces. It is not, 
then, fronl argulllent that divine faith can be derived; 
on the contrary, God oftentimes confounds our confi- 
dence in reasonin3, by leaving it fruitless of divine 
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FRith. 1Yhere is arglunent and controversy, there is 
fi-equently mixed up too ll1uch of self-conceit, too much 
of vanity, too nl 1 1ch of passion, for the Spirit of Truth 
to dwell in such a soul. 
G. Discussion l11ay be, occasional1y, the Dleans 
through which God introduces light into the n1Ïnd; 
but it ought to be accompanied with 3rdent hunlble 
prayer, giving to God all the glory of His own work, 
and begging only to be instructed by IIiIn: "Lord, 
what ,vilt thou have nle to do?" (Acts ix. 6.) To 
these dispositions should be added, true repentance 
for all offences, a sincere striving to live up to the 
graces offered, an earnest wish to know the truth of 
God, and a firm resolution to enlbrace it at any 
sacrifice-such as must be calculated upon by all, 
who think of embracing the Catholic faith-not un- 
frequently the sacrifice of friends, of kindred, of 
parents, of even the very nleans of subsistence. 1\0 
slight presumption, in favour of the Catholic religion, 
is the remarkable fact that a man nlay, with tolerable 
hllPunity, beC0111e in belief anything or nothing, 
l)rovided he elnbrace not the Church of the Catholic 
world! Tnùy, no,,,", as from the beginning, "the 
kingdom of heaven suffereth \"iolence, and the violent 
take it by force." (
Iatt. xi. 12.) TIut," what is a 
111an profited if be gain the whole world, and lose his 
own soul? Or, what shall a man give, in exchange 
for his soul?" (
Iatt. xvi. 26.) 
'Yith the above dispositions, I invite the reader 
to apply himself to the discussion now concluded, 
and the one on "hich "e are about to enter, in- 
yoh"ing the second distinctive principle of Catholicism 
fr0111 Protestant Creeds-the question whether Scrip- 
ture alone contains, with that evidence which is neces- 
sary for divine faith, all the doctrines that man is 
bound to believe. The limits of a newspaper, indeed, 
are insufficient for nlore than a concise statement of 
principle
, and a brief solution of objections, to be 
followed up, in private, by much serious reflection and 
Inq lilry. 
Cordially uniting with you, in imploring our 
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readers to w'eigh their awful responsibility, on the 
great accounting day, if they now close their eyes to 
the light offered theln to guide thelll to the truth, 


. 
Your faithful servant in Jesus Christ, 


I renlain, Rev. Sir, 


+ T. J. BnO'Y
. 


Chepstow, 
Iarch 3), Iß51. 



OX TIlE 


SIXTII .ARTICLE 


OF 


THE CHURCH OF EKGLA
D. 


No. I. 


To the Re1:e'ì'end Joseph Ba!Jlee. 


Rev. Sir, 
The subject we recently concluded is that vItal 
doctrine which, far beyond every other, den1ands to be 
profoundly examined by the sincere inquirer after 
Divine truth. If the belief held thereon by the whole 
Roman Catholic Church be sufficiently established, all 
further discussion and doubt find a prompt, and easy 
solution. 
Next to that, in in1portance, where Protestants .are 
concerned, is the error or truth, taught by your Sixth 
Article:-" Holy Scripture containeth all things ne- 
cessary to salvation; so that whatsoever is not read 
therein, nor nlay be proved thereby, is not to be re.- 
quired of any man that it should be believed as an 
article of the faith, or be thought requisite or necessary 
to salvation." 
In the controversy upon which 1ye are now entering, 
it is my earnest desire, that everything be cautiously 
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avoided which, being unnece8sary to our argulllent, 
In
y be offensive to any of our readers. 
The clause in the 
ixth Article, "necessary to sal- 
yation," need not detain me. Our belief is that rever- 
ence for Àln1ighty God's infallible truth requires, as ne- 
cessary to salvation, that man unhesitatingly accept, with 
firtn belief, every nlost incomprehensible, or least of 
lEs revelations, when duly proposed-th
t he prudent- 
ly fúllow up every doubt, when presented to his under- 
standing-that he ÏInplore the light and strength of 
Divine grace to conduct him to all revealed truth- 
that he place no voluntary obstacles in its ,vay-and 
that thus only can he escape the awful penalty, Inenaced 
against everyone who shall refuse to receive any part, 
,,'ithout exception, of the teaching entrusted to the 
Apostles: "Preach the Gospel to ereer!! creatw.e......... 
He that believeth not shall be damned."-(
lark. xvi. 
16.) 
How you, in the exercise of your private judgnlent, 
choose to interpret this text, is for you to settle ,yith 
the" Searcher of IIearts." It has, h01vever, no neces. 
sary connection with the subject of discussion now 
before U3: for, Protestants of every denOlnination agree 
in condemning us, on account not nlerely of our 
accepting doctrines necessary to salvation, but of our 
accepting any doctrine of faith w'hatsoever, on the 
authority of the u1Hm'itten 'V ord of God, which un"Tit- 
ten 'V ord of God is w'hat we nlean by Direinø T'}'adi- 
tion; and thereupon they ground their most unsparing 
censures, intermingled n10st frequently with no slnall 
degree of n1Ïsrepresentation of our real teaching. 
Opposed to us, hereon, is your Sixth Article, which 
declares that "rVhatsoever is not read in IIoly Scrip- 
ture, nor lnay be proved. therebJ, is not to be required 
of any man that it should be belieyed as an article of 
the faith." 'Yere there a dispo
ition to raise a quibble 
on the subsequent clause-" Or be thought requisite 
or necessary to salvation,"-be it ren1elubered that the 
force of the disjunctive particle." 01'"," separates it frolll 
the preceding declaration, and leaves to this its abso- 
lute 11leaning. 
l\Iy business, therefore is with the Sixth Article-as. 
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it excludes required belief in any doctrine, that l11ay 
not be proved by Scripture alone. And for a doctrine 
to be proveù by Scripture alone, (the adequacy of any 
other source of proof being excluded by the negative 
character of the whole declaration,) the evidence nlust 
be not nlerely probable, not nlerely so certain as to be 
yet cOl11patible with the bare possibility of error, but 
it Blust be, us Iny first letter" On the necessity of Infal- 
lible Teacldng aut/LOtiiy" showed, such a3 can leave no 
doubt wltate'CCl. on the mind-a degree of evidence to 
which, as that sanle letter demonstrated, it is morally 
inlpossihle for any Protestant, acting upon his princi- 
ple of private judglnent, ever to arrive. Hence the 
Jnfidelity which has been, so extensively, found to ter- 
Ininate the career of consistent Protestantism. 
If our discussion turned upon the sufficiency of the 
Unwritten '\Y ord of God, to establish articles of Catho- 
lic faith, I would begin by distinguishing Divine Tradi- 
tions from Ecclesiastical and HUlnan Traditions, in 
order to guard our Protestant readers against a very 
conlnlon delusion, practised upon thel11. I would lay 
do,,'n the principle, that the Roman Catholic Church 
denies all claiu1 to her own inlmediate inspiration-to 
anything beyond the grace of preservation from error, 
in her decisions on matters pertaining to Faith and 
l\Iorals, and in her decrees of General Discipline, secur- 
ed to her by the promises of her Divine 
pouse- 
alleged in my first letter "On Infallible A.uthority." 
I would explain that, by the unwritten "\Vord of God, 
or Divine Tradition, we understand all snch teaching 
as has been handed down to us for Christian belief, 
frOlll the Apostles" among many witnesses" (according 
tv the provision 111ade for its preservation by St. Paul 
in 2. Ep. to TiInothy. ii. 2.)-whether conllnitted to 
"Titing by 011e or Inore of the prÏ1nitive fathers, or 
preserved orally to a later period-after its general 
character shall have been sifted and separated frol11 the 
n
ere doctrin
 of Ulan, by the teaching Authority pro- 
vided lJY Chnst for the pre3eryation of Truth in lIis 
C
lUICh; that is, after the concurrent testimony of the 
wltness.es shall have been carefuìly collected, collated, 
and welg-1Ied, and after a solenlll Deci:3Ïon thereon, ex 
15 
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cathedra, as it is termed, and preceded hy earnest and 
humble prayer, shall have been issued. IIaving thus 
cleared nlY way, I should proceed to the negative and 
positive proofs from the Holy Scriptures, (which ,,'e 
believe to contain the "hole of our faith, either ex- 
plicitly in its conclusions, or 'Ci'J'tually in their princi- 
ples,) confirming them by all that Iny first letter sets 
forth in favour of "Teaching Infallibility;" by the 
striking testinlonies of early Fathers and of Councils; 
by the conduct of the Church in all ages; and by the 
adnlissions extorted from distinguished and hûnest 
Protestants by the force of truth; and I should be pre- 
pared, of course, to refute every fair objection. 
'Yhat I ,vould do, under other circunlstances, I have 
thus stated, in order to show why I do not do so in 
this controversy, and why I shall not permit you to 
diverge into such topics; viz., because, in our actual 
discussion, Protestantism is to be .placed strrictly on tlw 
clefensire. 
lUy present object is to prove, that your Church errs 
in one of its Vital doctrines; and if I demonstrate this, 
the only relnaining alternative is, either that Christ 
has no true Church upon earth, or that Church can 
be no other than the antagonist of yours, the Roman 
Catholic. 
N o,v, there is no species of demonstration against the 
clainls of a Church to Truth, more palpable and more 
conclusive, than to convict it of self-contradiction. 
,\Yhere there is self-contradiction, tlte'J'e nlllst be error- 
thm 4 e cannot be the tpaching of the Holy Ghost, nor the 
Church of Christ. It is ,,,,ith lllost palpable and grie- 
vous Inconsistency that I charge Protestantislll, and 
more especially the Anglican denon1Ïnation, by the 
teaching of your Sixth Article. 
The Sixth Article declares, that ""\Yhatsoever is not 
read in Holy Scripture, nor may be proved thereby, is 
Dot to be required of any man that it should be be- 
lieved as an article of the faith." Yet, in the face of this 
declaration, I contend that there do exist many, and 
DI0st illlportant articles of faith, required to be believed 
by Protestants of every sect, which cannot be proved by 
Scripture. Some of 1 hese I proceed to submit to your 
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serious consideration. The existence of a single one, is 
conclusiye against all clailn on the part of your Church, 
to be even a portion of the Church of Christ. (
Iark, 
xvi. 16.) 


CA
W
 OF SCRIPTL"RE. 
i. Your Sixth Article, and Protestants in general, 
hold the Canonicity of each of the books, enulnerated 
in that article. The Canonicity of each of these books 
is set down as an article of faith, required of all true 
believers, and it is an article which you 11111St hold as 
necessary to salvation; for the doctrine contained in any 
Canonical book of Scripture, anel nothing else, is pro- 
fessed by you to be adequate authority for any, and 
every, article of faith derived therefrom; therefore, 
belief in the Canonicity of each book, must lie at the 
very foundation of your faith. And belief in the 
Canonicity of each book must be an artide of Divine, 
not hwnan faith; for were it human faith luerely, though 
of the very highest order, yet it would follow that there 
could be no crime against Divine Revelation, in reject- 
ing one or all the books of your Canon, nor conse- 
quently in refusing to ac1n1Ït any portion of doctrine, 
derived exclusively therefrom. 
This the primitive Church felt, as St. Jerome testi- 
fies in the quotation you urged so frequently against 
DIe; and, tlWtef01'e, it did not adnât the books of u;ltich the 
CanonicitYlcas yet doubtful, to be used in proof of doc- 
ti"ines of faith. Haldane, a Protestant, "On the Genu- 
ineness and
.\.uthenticity of the New Testament," (p.87.) 
verytrulyargues: "Christians in their successive genera- 
tiuns 'j'eceire the Canon of SC'tlptw'e as a matteî. of reve- 
lation. (p. 79:) "If the books which conlpose the 
Canon of Scripture are not revelation, then 
ce hare ,to 
rerelation. If the Canon be not established to us as 3. 
matter of revelation, the books of which it is cOlnposed 
are not so established; and if the books be 'flot so, then not 
one doctj'ine 0). p}Oecept they contain, cornes 6stablislwd 
to us as a 'I"erelation." 
Y our first task, therefore, should be to prove by 
SCí'iptzu'e alone, (for you rejGct Tradition, or any other 
source of proof for faith,) that all the book3 you 
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hold as Canonical, do truly belong to the Canon of the 
Scripture. 
'Vere I to press this task upon you, or if you choose 
voluntarily to undertake it, I beg to observe that your 
duty,vill not be accomplished, by showing that our 
Saviour quoted .fronl the Scriptures received by the 
Jews; but you HUlst show, Inoreover, that each of these 
books you receive as Canonical, belonging to the Old 
Testaillent, was specially quoted as part of the Jewish 
Canon by our Saviour; or, at the ",ery least, that each 
of theIll was recognised as forming part of that Canon 
at the tilue of our Saviour. 
K ow you are, no doubt, aware that we have no docu- 
Inents exhibiting the books which fornled the Jewish 
Canon, of so early a date as the destruction of J eru- 
Falenl in the second century, when the Jews had long 
forfei ted the preserving guidance of the Spirit of Tru tho 
Our readers have seèn that the Canons of l\Ielito and 
Athanasins on1Ït "Esther;" that the lattcr receives 
" Baruch;" and everyone who has dipped into this 
subject knowR, that there are other inlportant diyersi- 
ties, in all tile eærly collections of tlte Canon. Neither 
Philo, nor Josephus, gives a catalogne of the books 
,yhich conlpose the Canon, nor any sufficient indication 
of tllenl; and Protestants are not agreed upon what 
books fOrIned the Canon of the Jews, in the time of onr 
Sayionr. Kay, we know that the IIellenic Jews 
held at that tin1e our Canon, including therein the 
books which you reject as Apocryphal. See l\Ialou, 
t. 2. p. 2 G-3 :)., et seq. 'Yalton, (Proleg. ix., n. 11.) 
gathers from J 0
ephu8, that he acknowledged the 
sacred character of the deutero-canol1ical books, which 
you exclude as Apocryphal. In vain do Protestants 
refer to 2 TiIn, iii. 16, and 2 Pet. i. 21.; for, although 
those texts record the general inspiration of the Old 
TestaulCnt, yet they detennine not what books consti- 
tn te its Canon. 
Ilo"yever, it will be inlposing too long and too heayy 
a task, to require fr0111 you evidences ii'on1 Scripture, 
for the Canonicity of each book adn1Îtted by your 
Church. Suffice it that you proye the Canonicity of 
one book Anly in the Old Testmllent, that is, of 
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" Esther." I have, in a former letter, relnarked that 
it is omitted frorn the Canons of St. 
Ielito and St. 
Athanasius; it is Oluitted also from the Canon in the 
Synopsis of St. John Chrysostonl, t. vi. p. 3]4; it is 
spoken of doubtfully by St. Anlphilochius, in Jalnbis, 
Y. 288. (Ap. Perone, de loco Theol., p. ii. n. 44, not. 3.) ; 
it is rejected by St. Grf'gory K azianzen, (Cann. J mnb. 
3. ad. Seleuc); and by the author of the Synopsis, who 
raises a douLt, upon the authority of ancient writers, 
whether it was held Canm:tical by the Jews. (St. ...\.thanas. 
. 
 1 
 0 ) L tl . . I . " "r r bl T lk " 
In oYllOpS., p. ... iJ. u leI, III ll
 . a e a , c. 
24. says, "that Esther is full of too Inany heathen un- 
naturalities," and declares himself a great enenlY to it: 
80 were SOlne of his disciples. "
ith regard to the 
]X" ew Testalllellt, I lllust call upon you, for reasons 
which will appear just now, to adduce Scripture proofs 
of the Canonicity of the Epistle to the Hebrews, of the 
2nd of St. Peter, of the 
nd and 3rd of St. John, of 
those of St. Jmnes and St. Jude, and of the Book of 
Uevelations. 
)Ieallwhile, the reader lURY like to know what some 
of the nlOst en1Ïllent doctors of the Protestant Church 
say to this Inatrer. Out of the large collection of testi- 
nlonies which r amassed nmny years since, I select a 
few:- 
Ârchbishop 'Vake (', On the CatechisIn." pp. 22, 23.) 
"How do you know what books were written by the 
prophets, evangelists, apostles? By the constant 'ltni- 

el'sal testimouy both of the Jewish aud Christian 
Churches." 
Arch bishop TillotsOll's "TIuIe of Faith:" -" Tradi- 
tion oral and u:ritten, doth give a sufficil
nt assurance 
that the books of Scripture which we now have, are 
the very books which were written by the Apostles 
2nd Evangelists... Oral tradition alO'Jw is a competent eci- 
dencc in tki
 case." 
Chillillgworth, Religion of Protestants, c. ii. n. 25:- 
,
 "\Ve do not believe the books of t;cripture to be Ca- 
nonic
l, because they say so...But upon the credibility 
of ulliversal Tradition.-n. 27: "The question whether 
such or such a book be Canoni
'ìl Scri p ture thouO"h it 
, 0 
IDay be decided negatively out of S
ripture, yet affir- 



218 THE SIXTH ARTICLE OF THE CHURCH OF EN"GLA
D. 


mati.vely it cannot be decided, but (Jn
1/ by the testilnony 
of tlle An.cient Cluu'clles." See also n. 46. 
Field, "Of the Church," L. 4. c. 20 :-" The nun1- 
ber, authors, and integrity of the parts of these books 
(the Scriptures), ,ve receive as delivered by Traùi. 
tion. " 
'Yhitaker, "Adv. StapJeton." L. 2. c. 4., calls" Tra- 
dition an aIgun1ent whereby may be argued and con- 
vinced what books be Canonical." 
ii. Other and seIÏous difficulties regarding the sub- 
ject of Scripture Canon arise, as I read further your 
Sixth Article. "In the name of the floIy Scripture, 
'we do understand t110se canonical books of the Old and 
the New Testal11ent, of 'whose aut110rity was nc--re'ì. any 

I01wt in the Cll1t'ì"ch." IIow can Clnlrck teaching be al- 
leged by l")rotestants, as decisive of a matter of faith? 
Does not the Article say, a fe"\v lines above, that no- 
thing is to be believed, as an article of faith, except 
,,,hat can be proved by Scriptw'e? If the Canon of 
Scripture be, as I conceive you lllust hold it to bey an 
object not of n1ere historical faith, but of Divine Faith, 
this appeal in proof thereof, not to Scripture, but to tbe 
testilllony of the Church of aU times is, in a question 
of Divine Faith, an appeal to Trradition- a self contra- 
diction; consequently an error, and an evidence that 
the Church, thus involved in self-contradiction, is not 
the Churc11 of Christ. 
A list of the books admitted as Canonica1, on t11e al- 
leged unhesitating testim.ony of tbe Church in all tilnes y 
is annexed. Of course, the vast bulk of Anglicans and 
Protestants nlust confide in the statement, so decidedly 
set forth by their Church; but if, unfo:rtnnateIy, it 
COllie to their knowledge that there be l'easonable doubt 
upon the accuracy of the allegation, what are they to do? 
Rejecting an infallible teaching authority, they are 
bound, if they would be consistent, to suspend theÏ1' ac- 
ceptance of evcry book to which the aHegation is erro- 
neously applied, and, by a similar necessity, to suspcnd 
their faith in all contained therein, until, by the exel"- 
cise of their private judglnent, they can obtain clear 
Sc}'ipt1tral evidences of the Canonicity of ìhose books. 
That i6 to say, Protestantisn1, by rejecting Tradition, 
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forbids its fonowers to admit the only rule itself lays 
down for ascertaining the Canonicity of Scripture; and 
t
len, having appealed to Tradition, yet rejecting jn- 
f,qllible teaching authority, it forbids its followers 
to avail themselves of the application of that rule, 
with the security which is necessary for divine faith; 
the only consistent result whereof should be, universal 
Infideli ty. 
Nvr is the application of the rule correct, which de- 
termines thereby the books of Scripture that are to be 
held Canonical: "In the name of the Holy Scripture we 
do understand those canonical books of the Old and 
New Testament, of 'Whose authority 'Was never any clO'ltbt 
in the Church. All the books of the New Testament, as 
they are con1monly received, we do receive and account 
then1 Canonica1." So far f1'0111 being a correct applica- 
tion of the rule given, the truth is, that long, grave, and 
extensive doubt::; were entertained, concerning each of 
those books, the Canonicity of which I have called upon 
you to prove. 
Concerning the Epistle to the Hebrews, doubts were 
entertained as t
 its author, and as to its Canonicity. 
St. IIyppolitus, (L. contr. IIæres. apud Photo Cod. 121.) 
and St. Irenæus, (ibid. Cod. 23:!.) ascribed it to one 
Paul, different fron1 the Apostle: others to Apollo: 
(Luth. in C. 48 Genes., et Beza, in Ep. ad Hebr. ape 
Ceillier.) Tertullian de Pudic., C. 20., assigns it to St. 
Barnabas: others to St. Luke: others to St. Clen1ent-- 
as St. Jerome relates, in his Catalogue of Eccles. "\V ri- 
tel's, C. 5. Eusebius (L. 6. C. 20.) relates that it was 
denied by Caius, in the eady part of the third century 
to have been written by St. Paul. In L. 3. C. 3., Eu- 
sebius states that it was rejected by severa1. It is never 
appealed to, says Bonfrerius, C. 4. sect. 8., as a part of 
Scripture, by Tertullian, Cyprian, Arnobius, or Lac- 
tantius. Finally, St. Jerome, (in Cap. 6. and C. 8. of 
l"aias; also in C. 8. of Zachary, and Ep. 129. ad Dardan.) 
affirms that the general voice of the 'Vestern Church 
did not receive it anlong the Canonical Scriptures. In 
tJle time of St. ...\ugustine (L. 16. de Civ. Dei. C. 
22.), and of St. Philastrius, of Brescia (L. de IIæres., 
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c. 89.), many still continued to doubt its right to furn1 
part of the Sacred Canon. 
That the other epistles, named above, "
ere suhjected 
to grave doubts in the Church, and during several cen- 
turies, is well known to evcry biblical sc1lOlar. 
Origen, ape Ens., L. ß. C. 25, relates that doubts were 
entertained concerning the genuIneness of the Second 
Epistle of St. Peter, and the Second anù Third of St. 
John. 
In the tin1e of St. Clen1ent of .A.1exanc1ria, as stated 
by Eusebius, L. 6. C. 1-1., 'Jnany doubted the Canon- 
icity of the Epistle of St. J allieS, and other Catholic 
Epistles. 
Eusebins, in L. 2. C. 23, inforn1s us that very fe,v 
of the ancients ll1ade 111ention of the Epistles of Janles 
and J nde; that several rejected the fonner n
 spurious. 
In L. 3. C. 3., he says, that the ancients did not re- 
ceive into the Canon, the Second Epistle of St. Peter; 
and, in C. 25. he says, doubts are felt of the second, and 
third epistle of St. John. 
Lastly, St. Jerome, in Catal. C. 2., tells us that, dur- 
ing a considerable tin1e, it was alleged that tIle Epistle 
of St. J alnes had been written by another, under the 
assumed nan1e of the Apostle; and he intÎnlates that 
doubts had been entertained, of all the others. In C. 
9, he relates, that the two last Epistles of St. John were 
a
cribed to a certain Priest of that nal1le, distinct fron1 
the Apostle; and there are distinguished writers, whose 
,v eight you probably acknowledge-Grotins and Eras- 
nlus-who enlbrace tIlls distinction, on the authority 
of Papia3, (ap. Euseù., L. 3. C. 39.)-himself either a 
disciple of St. John the A postle, or of another John, the 
Priest, of the Apostolic age. 
The Book of Revelations has been assailed by even 
greater doubts, than those directed against the forego- 
ing Epistles. Early in the third century, as we learn 
frOlll St. Denys of ...\..lcxandria, (ap. Euseb., L. 7. C. 
.
5.) several absolutely rejected it '
as deyoid of sense 
and reason." They denied that it was written by any 
.A postle, but ascribed it to the heresiarch Cerinthus. 
Cains, a Christian writer of the third century, assign- 
ed the authorship of Revelations to Cerinthus, as Eus. 
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relates. (L. 3. C. 38.) EU8ebius says, that in his time 
sc\'eral continued to reject it. (L. 3. C. 25.) It was 
not received into the Canon drawn up by the Council uf 
Laodicea, in the fourth century, nor into that of 
t. 
Cyril of Jerusalen1; (Catech. iv.) nor that of S1. Gre- 
gory Kazianzen. (Carm. xxxiv.) St. Gregory of Xys- 
Ea calls it apochryphal, ('1'. i. p. 876.) though I do not 
contend that thereby he n1eant to exclude it fr0111 the 
Canon. St. .Jeron1e, (Ep. ad Dardan, t. 2. p. 608.) as- 
serts that, as the Epistle to the IIebrews was not ad- 
nÚtted by the 'V e
tern Church, so neither was the 
nook of Reyelaticms received by the Greek Church. 
\Yalton, in his Proleg. "De ,-r ers. Syriacis," relates 
that in the ancient edition of the Syriac version of the 
New Testament, which version was made in the 
\..pos- 
tolic age, the Second Epistle of Peter, the Second und 
Third of John, the Epistle of J udc, and l1evelations, 
are wanting. Luther rejecteù the Epistle to the I-Ie- 
hrews, those of St. J RInes anù St. Jude, and the Book 
of Revelations. (Cochleus, ...\.cta et Scripta Luth. ...-\n. 
1522.) 
In Protestant Germany, scarcely any books of Scrip- 
tUl.e ha're escaped doubt and rejection, on the part 
of di
tinguished professors of theology in Protest- 
ant universities, and the hi6hest Church digui- 
turies. See Hose's "State of }}rotestantisul in Ger- 
nlany. 1825." 
There are parts of books of the New Testmnent, to 
'which I proposed calling your attention. Doubts have 
existed with regard to the last Chapter of St. l\Ial'k"s 
Gospel. t;t. J er0111e, in his epistle to IIedibia, (ques
. 
3.) affirnls that it is rarely met with-that it is want- 
ing il1alnlost all Greekcopies:-aud Euthyn1ius says, se- 
veral interpreters held it to be a Inore recent addition. 
rIhe history of our ::;aviour's agony in the garden, was 
wanting in very lllany Latin and Greek copies of ðt. 
Luke's Gospel, at the tilue of St. lIilary, as he relates 
ia L. 10. de Trinit.; wherefore he is unable to decide 
upon its authenticity: and bt. J erOllle, (L. ii. Adv. 
Pelag.) intimates, that doubt still clung to that chap- 
ter. The whole account of the woman taken in adul- 
tery, related in John viii. was in early tinles held to be 
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of doubtful authority, as appears fronl Papias. (ap. 
Euseb. L. 3. C. ult.) The doubt perscyered till the 
tinIe of St. Jerome; (L. ii. adv. Pelage C.6.)-and, iong 
after, Euthyn1Ïus, in his Comnl., relates that it 'was 
"ranting in the n10st accurate copies, or an indication 
'was given by a mark, that it was considered illegitimate, 
and an addition to the original. 
iii. The Sixth Article goes on to declare, that cer- 
tain other books" the Church doth read for example 
of life and instruction of l11anners, but yet it doth not 
apply them to establish any doctrine." Alnongst those 
books are nan1ed "The Book of Tobias," and" Jesus 
the Son of Sirach." In Article Twenty-five it is said, 
that "the Second Book of Hon1Ïlies doth contain a 
good and whoiesollle doctrine." Now, in the hon1Ï]y 
"On Ahns-doing," the two books ju
t nanIed aJ e 
quoted as inspired by the 110ly 8pirit; cons
quent]y, 
as efficacious, for establishing doctrine, as the prec
ùing 
class. 
Fron1 the arglll11ents foregoing I draw the following 
conclusions :- 
1. That the Canonicity of the books of Scripture, ad- 
mitted into the Protestant Canon, is a requisite doc- 
trine of Protestant belief; that it cannot be proved by 
Scripture ; that it call be pro\red, as your lllost dis- 
tinguished theologians admit, only by the unwritten 
'V ord of God. IIereupon I charge your Church with 
grievous contradiction and error-(1.) By holding as a 
requisite doctrine of faith your Canon of Scripture, 
,vhich cannot be proved by Scriptu
e; contraTY to the 
Sixth Article, which declares, that "whatever is not 
read in Holy Scripture, nor n1ay be proved thereby, is 
not to be required of any nlan that it should be be- 
lieyed as an article of the faith." And, (2.) By hold- 
ing that some requisite doctrine is of faith, though it 
can be proved by Tradition only; which your Church 
rejects absolutely, as a means of cOffilllunicating to Ulan 
doctrines of Divine Revelation. 
Yau ,vill be so good as to defend your Church 
against these two charge3; and that I 111ay not be un- 
necessarily exacting, I shall be satisfied by your con- 
fining your argun1cnts to the Book of Esther, in the 
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Olel Testament; and, in the X ew, to the Epistle to the 
IIebrews, the Epistles of James and Jude, the Second 
Epistle of St. Peter, the Second and Third of St. John, 
and the book of Revelations. If you choo3e to extend 
your proofs to the last chapter of St. l\Iark's Gospel, 
the 2:.?nd of St. Luke, and the 8th of St. John, you 
will afford file greater satisfil.ction. 
2. That your Sixth Article :fhIls into a gross contra- 
diction ".ith the principle laid down, that nothing is to 
be believed, as a doctrine of Faith, which is not contain- 
ed in the Scripture, by its expre3sly giving, as the rule 
for distinguishing the Canonical books, not the explicit 
declaration of Scripture, but the fact of their ftuthority 
never having been doubted of in the Church, which is 
our doctrine of Tradition, but without our safeguard of' 
authority; and that its application of the rule is a 
grievous error, seeing that f;everal of the books were 
long, and 
eriou
ly, and extensively doubted of in the 
Church; 111uch 1110re so, indeed, than the Book of 'Vis- 
donl, and others which your Church rejects as .A..pocry- 
phal. You will be so good as to convict 111e of luis-- 
representation on both heads. 
3. That your Sixth Article is at variance with your 
Twenty-fifth Article. You will oblige nle by el;dea- 
vouring to reconcile thCll1: for, where is contradic- 
tion, there is error; consc(luently, not the Church of 
Christ. 
There will be no need of your strh-ing to multiply 
texts frOln Scripture, in displ'oof of any of my objec- 
tions. One clear text is all I ask for; and if you can 
produce such, I shall be glad to avail n1)'self of it, 
in controversy ,vith impugners of the t;acred Scrip- 
turcs. 
Let me beg my readers not to be alalmed by the 
nature of Dlyobjections. I mn not providing weapons 
for unbelievers, but lnerely testing the consistency of 
yo:u principles. The Cath01ic Church can take up the 
eVI:len
e .01' 
ur COlnnlOn belief: where you fail; and 
Inalntaln It trIumphantly against all gainsayers. 


II. IXSPIRA TIO
 OF TIlE SACRED SCRIPTrnES. 
Of course you hold, as among the essential truths of 
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Hevelation, that the Sacred Scriptures are Inspired. 
The written ,V ord of God, being the only acknowledg- 
eù source of every article of your faith, claiming to be 
Divine-and faith is Divine, only when it reposes 
upon the certain revelation of God-you cannot make a 
single act of fait}" upon a doctrine announced by the 
author of any book of Bcripture, unless you first be- 
li
ve he wrote it by Divine Revelation. If the object 
of faith were actually a revealed truth, but you diJ 
not hold the authority to have becn inspired upon 
,vhich ultimatcly its nULnifestations rested, such faith 
,vouid he hunlan luerely. :For the sake of sonle of 
our readers, I have deelued it necessary to offer this 
brief explanation; whence it fullows, that the Inspira- 
tion of every portion of Scripture is, of all articles 
of faith, the most Ï1nportant and essential to Protes- 
tants. 
Yet I grieve to see the nlost vague notions, and even 
blaspheinous doctrine held hereon, by luany of your 
eminent divines, which are the natural results of the 
insufficient rule of faith, propounded by your Sixth 
Article, together ,vith the want of an infallible teach- 
ing authority. 
The rule given by the Sixth Article is, that" 1Vhat- 
ever is not read therein (IIoly Scripture), nor may be 
proved thereby, is not to be required of any luau that 
it should be belieycd as an article of faith." "\Vhat 
is the consequence, '\vith regard to the 1110st essen- 
tial doctrine of the Inspiration of the Sacred 
V-olulne? Uncertainty, doubt, infidelity! On the 
v,ery 111eanÍl1g of Inspiration, the 11108t discordant and 
loose ideas exist. One party contends, with Haldane, 
for "plenary Inspiration," affecting not 111erely the 
general teaching of the writer, but the words in which 
he delivers it, and plocJainls lower views as dangerous 
and wicked: "yet degrading views, both of the Canon 
and Inspiration of Scripture," says Haldane, (Preface, 
page 5.) "too generally pre
ail; and the writers of 1l1OSt 
influence on the public l11ind, instead of correcting 
those errors, lend all their influence to their establish- 
lllCll t." 
Dodùridge, so highly esteemed among Dissenters, in 
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his" Fan1i1y Expositor," vol. iii. p. 417., and following, 
distinguishes the Inspiration of the K ew Testament 
into three kinds: Suggestion, when God speaks directly 
to the mind of the writer, dictating the very words to 
be employed; Elevation, "when the faculties, though 
they act in a regular, and as it seen1S, in a com1l10n. 
ll1anner, are, nevertheless, raised to S0111e extraordinary 
degree, so that the performance is n10re truly sublill1e, 
noble, and pathetic, than what would have been pro- 
d uced Inerely by the force of man's natural genius; " 
Supe1 4 intendency, when "God keeps a person Inore 
secure fr0111 error, in what he speaks and writes, than 
what he could have been merely by the natural exel- 
cise of his faculties." 
Let us look at the application of this threefold dis- 
tinction of Inspiration, as it presents a comlnentar:r, 
n1uch to my purpose, upon the Sixth .Article. To In- 
Epirat;on of suggestion, Doddridge ascribes the Book of 
Hevelation, and some other parts of Scripture, but not 
all the history of it, nor all the epistolary parts; to ele- 
'Cation, he assigns certain other portions of Holy ,V rit,. 
as also, not improbably, sO'lne 
c'J'itings of the heathens; 
to s'l.tperintendency, he attributes the NEW TESTA)IENT 
GE
ER.ALLí. Jenkins," On the Christian religion," 
vol. ii. p. 25., entering into this last notion of Dodd- 
ridge, assigns to the mere guidance of the IIoly Ghost, 
and his support against error, such 111atters in Scripture 
as belong to sense, natw'al'i'eason, and menwry. Other 
English Protestant authors, whon1 I cannot find space 
to quote, maintain sin1Ílar opinions. 
Now, as Haldane correctly observes, (p. 91.) the in- 

piration of superintendence is no inspiration at all. It 
does not render that to which it is aprlied, the TVorcl 
of God; since it in1plies no cOlnn1unication of His lan- 
guage or sentiments, but only the infallible u.:m'd of 
man. Consequently, no conclusion founded thereon, 
can possibly an10unt to an act of Divine Faith. Nor 
does the alleged second degree of inspiration offer a 
resting-place for Divine Faith; unless a Protestant be 
prepared to achnit that the very IIeathens were, some- 
tÍ1nes, inspired with the SaIne inspiration as that which 
characterises a large part of the Scriptures; and that 
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Divine belicf lllay be derived from the l\Titings of 
Seneca, or Cicero. Thus does the application of the 
rule of faith laid down by the Sixth Article, as made 
by pious and learned Protestant divines, conduct to the 
certain exclusion f1'0111 the '\Y ord of God, of 1110st of the 
New Testament, and the greater part of the Old; leav- 
ing true Inspiration to be sought for in the renlainùer, 
as pri va te i udgnlCn t, so InmÜtüld and uncertain, can 
best luake it out. 
N o,v, it is well argued by Seed, in one of his SerIll0nS 
quoted by Doddridge at p. 437, "a partial inspiration 
of Scripture is, to all intents and purposes, no inspha- 
tion at all; for 11lankind would be as nluch enlbarrassed 
to know what was inspired, and what was not, as they 
could be t6 collect a religion for thenlselves, the conse- 
quences of which ,,
ould be, that we are left just where 
've were, and that God put hÜnself to a great expense 
of niÏracles to effect nothing at all." 
You 111a y reply, that Doddridge and Jenkins are of 
no weight with you. 1Vill you say thè sanlC of Dr. 
Pretynlan, Bishop of Lincoln, whose ., Elements of 
Christian Theology" ",'ere, not long since, allnost a class- 
book with Anglican clergynlen? lie was a 111an of 
talent-no friend of Catholics-anxious to make the 
best case he coulJ. for his Church; and now, see to 
,vhat lengths of degradation of Scripture he is hurried, 
by your Sixth Article. In vol. i. p. 7., he writes :- 
" The authors of the books of Scriptures 
ce'i'e SO'inetimes 
left to tlle c<nnmon 'Use of thei'i' facltHies, and did not, upon 
every occasion, stand in need of supernatural conlll1uni- 
cation; but whenever, and as faI as Divine assistance 
,vas necessary, it was always afforded." 1Yhat a 
fruitful source of anxiety to tbe religious inquirer is 
here! 
Cannot the Bishop, 11 ow ever, give SOllle clear direc- 
tion to his readers? Listen to his reply. (p. 27.) " If 
it be asked, by what rule w'e are to distinguish the 
inspired ii'Olll the uninspired parts of these books, I 
answer, that no general 'J'Ide can be presc'J'ibed f01' that 
lJ'l.l')]Jose. It is enough for us to know that every writer 
()f the 01J. Testanlent was inspired," (the extent of the 
inspiration is another affair, not so clear,) "and that 



IHSHOP BROW.x'S FIHST LETTER. 


227 


the whole of the history it contains, without any ex., 
ception or reserve, is true. The3e points being ascer- 
tained, it is of 'ecr!} little consequcnce whether the know- 
ledge of a particular fact was oLtained by any of the 
ordinary nlodes of information, or whether it was COffi- 
nnulÌcated by imulediate revelation from God; 'u:hethe.,. 
any particular passage 'leas 'lC1'itten by the natw'al ]JO'lCeJ'S 
of the historian, or whether it was written by the posi- 
tive suggestion of the Holy Spirit." This is plainly 
spoken; in a book, too, designed principally for the use 
of young students in divinity; and leaves the reader 
tolerably uncertain how he is to get at Di-rine Faith, 
whether it be of any consequence that he should be 
able to do so, and whether he can discover it at all. It 
is no bad illustration of a sound reflection by Haldane, 
that, "after inspiration is denied to such things as are 
not supposed to be of a religious nature, the progress 
to the non-inspiration of whole books of Scripture is 
perfectly easy and natural." An iUustration of this 
truth will soon present itself. 
The Bishop goes on: "'V e may, in like manner, 
suppose that some of the precepts, delivered in the books 
called Hagiographa," (the nlOst instructive and edi(ring 
books of the Old Testament, cOl1lprehending the 
Psalms, Proverbs, Job, Daniel, Ezra, Kehemiah, 
Chronicles, Ru th, Lamen ta tions, Ecclesiastes, and 
Esther), "were written 'lcithout any s'llpernatu'i"al assist- 
ance." Later, treating of the inspiration of tbe X e,v 
Tesblment, he recomlIlends to his reader a tract of 3Ir. 
'Villiam Parry, fron1 which he cites, at p. 2Ð 1., the fol- 
10wiug:-" If the inspiration and guidance of the ðpirit, 
respecting the writers of the Kew Testanlent, extended 
only to what appea'i"s to be its p
'opeJ
 p'l'o'rince, matte'J
s 
of a religions and 'TJw}'al natll'J'e, there is no necessity to 
ask whether everything contained in these writings 
we'ì'e suggested immediately by tlte Spirit Q"I
 not-whether 
Luke was inspired to say that the ship in which he 
sailed with Paul was wrecked on the island of :\Ielita; 
0: wh
ther Paul was under the guidance of the SpÜ'it, in 
dIreCtIng Timothy to bring with hinl the cloak which 
he left at Troas, and the books, but especially the 
parchments; for the answer is obyious: these u:ere no' 
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tkings Of a 'joeligious natu}Oe, and NO IXSPInATIO
 ,vas 
necessary concerning them." Thus, then, those parts 
of Scripture ,vbich are not of a religious nature, to be 
dctcnnined of course by each one's private judgment, 
luay be held to be \vritten without any inspiration' 
,\rhatever, even that of superintendency, or the mere 
guidance of the Spirit I 
Benson, not unknown mnongst Protestant divines, 
in his "Essay on Inspiration," in 'Vatson's Tracts, vol. 
iv., p. 469, extpnds the nleaning of "Inspiration" to 
a n1ere revisal and approval, by those who were inspir- 
eel, thus confounding inspiration, as, indeed, he ex- 
pressly says, ,vith mere infallibility; the consequence 
of which ,vould be, as I showed above, that however 
great certainty \ve might feel in the doctrines proposed 
by Scripture, no act of Divine faith could be elicited 
therefrorn. In po 473 he distinctly attributes the se- 
c1o'ity, which we have of the truth of the Gospels, 
"Tritten by l\Iark and Luke, not to those evangelists 
having been aided, even in any part, by the Divine 
Spirit, but to mu" knowing from history t!tat they received 
the app)Oobation of tlte Apostles Pete;" and Paul. IIaving 
later adduced several instances in addition to those 
given by Dishop PretYlnan, as requiring no inspiration, 
he concludes, p. 4G9, that such things only are, in his 
opinion, to be ascribed to inspiration, as, all cÚ'cwn- 
stances conside;"ed, 'j"eq1ti')'ed inspÜoation; and such things 
to hlllnan reason, as hU111an reason alone 'was capable 
of. Thus, abundant ,york is cut out for each indivi- 
dual's private judgnlent, destructive altogether of Di- 
vine Faith anlongst consistent Protestants. 
One nlore instance I n1ust aJduce, of the steadiness 
and security of faith to be had in that most inlport
 
ant Article of Protestant belief, the inspired testinlony 
of the Sacred Scriptures, fronl a work of a reverend 
chall1pion of PrùtestantislTI, the Rev. H. Grier, Vicar of 
Tenlplebodane, \vho undertook to reply to Bishop 3Iil- 
ner's "End of Heligious Controyersy." In this reply, 
at c. 1, p. 9, he writes thus: "To pJoOnOllnce with confi- 
dence" (Divine Faith is quite out of the question) "
chat 
books of tlte Canon, or pa'ds of books, a)'e inspiì"ccl, and 
what not, BELOXGS NOT CERT.Al
LY TO A l\1E
lnER OF TIlE 
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CUC'RCH OF EXGLAXD; so that when he (Bishop ßIilner) 
asks how we learned what books have been written by 
Divine inspiration, or how we have ascertained that 
any books at all haye been written? we lllay answer, 
tha t 'Where the Scriptures decla}'e that they set forth a Di- 
vine 
'evelation, or that the.1J exp)
ess .the Word of Gc:cl, 'We be- 
liere them to do so." (The questIOns of the BIshop are 
altogether passed over.) "Bnt AS TO THE FACT OF 
THEIR IXSPIR.\TIO
, u:e 'JìUtSt with awe and 'lnodest!J 111.11n- 
bl!J decline to say WHAT WE BELIEVE XO CHL'RCH, AKCIEXT 
OR }lODERX, C.A
 EVEr.. ATTEST." 
J-Iere, sir, is a commentary upon your rule of faith, 
propounded by your Sixth .Article, such as if it were 
offered on any reasoning put forward by me, would 
probably be rejected as a foul cahunny. Yet, backed 
by the admission5 of the foregoing Protestant divines, 
Ilnay now boldly assert that the rule of faith given by 
the bixth .....\..rticle, if consistently applied to the ba- 
cred Scriptures, Blust speedily conduct all who rely 
upon it, (as the principle of that rule consistently ap- 
plied by Gennan Protestants has conducted such men 
as the learned :JIichaelis and bernIer, and Henke, and 
a host of others,) to deny the Inspiration of whole 
bouks of Scripture, or the entire of the Sacred '''''01- 
unlC. A.nd though it is one of the many cahunnies by 
which we are perpetually assailed, to frighten' frOlll 
Romanislll the credulous dupes of our adversaries, that 
Roman Catholics are hostile to the Sacred Scriptures, 
it will be found by eyery impartial inquirer that we 
alone consistently, and on sound evidences, lllaintain 
their just clainl to be, in all their parts, the Inspired 
,y ord of God. 
" But," it lllav be said, "do you dare to assert that 
the doctrine of :Protestants gen
rally resembles that ot' 
the writers fronl whOln you have quoted, in question- 
ing the plenary inspiration of any part of the Sacred 
'T olume? Do not our nlost en1Ïnent divines unhesitat- 
ingly assert and defend that important doctrine?" 
In Y our IlIOst a l ) p roved theoloO"lans I have lonG' souO'ht 
Q Q 0' 
hut always in vain, for any sufficient evidence frOln 
bcripture itselí: in support of its inspiration. On what 
principle, then, do they adn1Ït it? On that very prin- 
16 
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ciple which the Sixth Article excludes, and which is 
luade the nultter of so l1Iuch obloquy against us-Tra- 
dition. And this Tradition cannot be, as I have Lefore 
relnarked, a lucre historical tradition, 01' it would 
afford lllcre hUlnan tcstÌ1nony to the inspiration of 
Scripture, not raising it to that elevation, necessary in 
order that its teaching 111ay be }'eceived by Divine 
fàith; but it lllust be a tradition, or handing down, of 
a Divine revelation, to the effect that each and all of 
tlle Looks, fonning the Canon of Scripture, are divine- 
ly inspired throughout. Tillotson, in his "Rule of 
}'aith'
 appeals to tradition hereon: (p. ü8.)- \Yhitbr, 
in his "General Preface to the N e,v Testmnent, n bor- 
rows frmn tradition his 1110st powerful aIglllllents.- 
Bell, in his "Downfall of Popery, " (p. 134,) writes: 
"As Papists adlnits the Jews' tradition of the Old 
Testmllent to be God's word, and withal refuse l11any 
other traditions of theirs, so P'i.otestants adrnit this tradi- 
ti01." (inspiration of the Bible,) and reject all others." 
Hooker, "Ecclesiastical Polity," b. 2, n. 4: "If any 
one book of Scriptun
 did give testinlony to all, yet 
still that Scripture which giveth testimony to the rest 
would rrequire another SC'J'';pt1.l'i"e to 9Ù;e testimony to it; 
neither should we ever conle to any pause ,,-hereon to 
rest, unless, besides Scr<iptlo'C, tlwl'e 'Was something else 
Q.:knowledgcd." J erenIY Taylor, "Dissuasive frmn 
Popery," Part II. : "It is said that the Scripture itself 
is wholly derived to us by tradition; anù therefore, 
besides Scripture, tradition is necessary in the Church. 
K 0 Ulan that understands this question denies it. For 
no 111a11 inquires ,\ hether the Scriptures cont3-in all 
things necessary for salvation, unless he Lelieves that 
they are Scriptures; but these a'i"e they; and tllat they 
are tlw 1 Vm'd of God; all t!tis cornes to 'us by tì"adition,- 
that is, by uniyersal, undeniable testimony." 
You, sir, will choose your own system between those 
of the learned writers I have alleged, or forBl a differ- 
ent one. But if you decide upon nutintaining your 
Sixth Article, I call upon you either to give up the 
Inspiration of Scripture, ,,,holly or in part; or to prove, 
by some clear evidence of Scripture, which I shall have 
an cpportunity of examining, that the Scriptures form- 
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inn- your Canon, were all written by Divin{' inspiration. 
O
e clear text will content lne, that applies to the 
whole Canon. It
 however, your course of argulnent 
may require too lllllCh space, in a letter destined to 
a.ppear in a public journal, I shall be content, (1.) by 
your proying, by Scripture alone, the Inspiration of 
the Book of Esther, of St. Luke's Gospel, of the Epistle 
to the IIebrews, on which were built so n1uch of your 
nrO'lunents aO"aillst the Infallibilit y of the ROIuan Catho- 
o 0 
lic Church, aud of the Epi!':tle to Philemon; (2.) by 
your reconciliug with the Sixth _\.rticle, which excludes 
ii'OIl1 Inspiration H the Book of Tobias," and tlutt of 
"Jesus the Son of Sirach," tllE
 Thirty-fifth Article., 
which sanctions the In
pil'ation attributed to them in 
the Book of Homilies. 


III. IXF AKT BAPTIS)[. 
I invite your attention to a third doctrine of your 
Church, the lawfulnc:"';"'J of Infant Baptisll1, which I con. 
tend is not and cannot be proved by Scripture, but by 
Tr3dition only. 
That the v;'lidity of Infant Baptisnl is a doctrine of 
faith in your Church, and a very important doctrine of 
fìÜth, I cannot snppose you will deny. 'Vhat super- 
natural effects your Church attaches to Baptisn1 at all, 
no one aIllongst you, it appears, is able to decide; yet 
there can be no doubt, that the ...\.nglican Church ought 
to attach very serious Ï1nportance, ordinarily even neces- 
sity for sah'ation, to the valid reception of Baptism. 
To the question of your Catechi.snl: ""110 gave you 
this llaIne ?", the answer is, "1\1 Y Godfathers and God- 
lllOthers in IllY Baptisnl, 'tcllCrein I leas made a rJlcrllber 
of Cltl'ist, tlw child of God, and an inheritor of the 
I
ingdon1 of IIeaven. JJ " How lTIany SaCTmTIents hath 
Christ ordained in his Cburch?" Two only, as gene- 
rally 'necessw:lJ to salratioll, that is to 
ay, Baptisnl and 
the Supper of the Lord." 
Daptislll being thus declared generally necessary to 
Ealvation as an Article of Faith, the valid and lawful 
lWlnner of conferring it rnust no less be an article of 
faith; or your Church, by solenlnly pronouncing as ab- 
solutely valid alJ.d 1a wfì.ù-in place of a certain, and 
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questionless divinely instituted, manner of conferring so 
necessary a sacran1ent-another manner of adnlÏnister.... 
ing it at all times, which could be suspected of being a 
luere lnunan institution, and therefore uncertain, waulc1 
be departing crin1Ïnal1y from faith and truth, in a n1at.. 
tel' of deepest inlportance to those, for whose eternal 
,vclfare she holds herself responsible. I need not re.. 
n1Ïnd our Protestant readers, that the Twenty-seventh 
Article declares: "the Baptisnl of young children is in 
any wise to be retained in the Church, as most og,'ee.. 
able with the inst-itut-ion of Christ." 
N O\V, I ,vould leave the Baptists to battle t11Ïs qucs- 
tion with you, did I not apprehend that you might 
lnake a pretext thereon to pass the question by. :t 
deny, then, that Scripture alone affords any proof of. 
the validity of Infant Baptisnl, so clear and urgent. as. 
to suffice for its adn1ission as a doctrine of belief:, 
On the contrary, wherever Sacramental Baptisln is ex- 
pressly ordered in the Iloly Scripture, the con. 
text proves that adult baptism is alone contelnplated 
-alone authorised. In l\Iatthew xxviii. 19., teaching' 
n1ust precede Baptisln, of which infants are incapable:. 
-" Go ye, therefore, and teach all nations, baptising 
them." In l\Iark xvi. ] G., previous faith is required :-...... 
" He that believeth and is baptised shall be saved." In 
Acts ii. 38., repentance is propo
ed as a preceding dis
 
l)osition :-" Repent and be baptised, everyone of you." 
The very chief argument fron1 Scripture, to which An
 
glicans have recourse, delnonstrates the 'weakness or 
their cause in Scripture alone. They allege, 1 Cor. i., 
I G: "I baptised the household of S tephanas;" and as
 
Slul1ing that there were in that household SOln
 infant, 
they conclude that he, too, was baptised. But Baptistg 
retort upon them a sin1Ïlar fornl of expression in Scrip- 
ture, John iv., 53 :-" Himself believed, and his whole 
house;" and they ask whether this would not equally 
justify a conclusion, that there was, in the house, an 
infant who believed; or, rather, \vhether it does not 
show that no conclusion, about an infant at all, can be 
legitilnately drawn frOln 
o yague a pren1Îse? ....\.n 
argulllent borrowed from John iii., 5., I leave Bishop 
J 0reluy Taylor to answer a little below. 
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Pressed, therefore, by the objections of their advcr- 
saries, the chmnpions of Infant Baptism are driven, in 
their controversies with Dissenters, as we have seen 
thenl in regard of the Canon and Inspiration of Scrip- 
ture, to that llluch-abused and n1Ìsrepresented Tradi- 
tion, on which Catholics, ancient and lnodern, establish 
the validity of Infant Baptism. Origen, on the Epi3tle 
to the }{OlllallS (L. V., c. 9), says :-" The Church hath 
derived its Tradition from the Apostles, to give bapti.sm 
even to children." St. Aug. de Genesi ad litt., L. 10. 
n. 39 :-" The custom of the Church in baptising 
infants would not be at all deserving of belief, were it 
not an .Apostolical Tradit.ion." Let us hear what Pro- 
tcstants are cOlllpelled to admit. 
Fitld, "Of the Church." L. 4, c. 20 :-" The fourth 
kind of Tradition is the continued practice of such as 
neither are contained in the Scriptures expressly, nor 
the example of such practice expressly there delivered. 
Of this sort is the baptism of infants, whiclr is there- 
fore nmned tradition." 
Bishop :\Iontague, Orig. Eccles. ii., q. 67. p. 397 :- 
" "\Vhere is it written in Scripture to baptise infants? 
or to adnlÏnister the Lord's Supper under both kinch ? 
There are ever so nlany such instances instituted by 
God, cOllunitted to the Church, practised by the 
Church, of which, notwithstanding it n1ay be declared, 
Scriptu}'e tcadzet" nothing S'ltclt, Scripture does not teach 
these things." 
Bishop Jeremy Taylor, "Episcopacy As
erted," 
sect. 19 :-" Baptisl11 of infants is of ordinary necessity 
to all that ever cried; yet the Church hath founded 
this rite upon tlte tradition of the Apostles. And wise 
Dlen do easily observe that the A.nabaptists can, by the 
same probability of Scripture, enforce a necessity of 
con1ffiunicating infants upon us, as we do of baptising 
upon thmn, if we speak of imulediately Divine institu- 
tion, or of practice apostolical 'recorded in Sc}'ipture; 
and they that deny this are, by the just anathema of 
the Catholic Church, confidently condemned as heretics." 
:ßlany other quotations to the smne effect I can adJucc, 
in case you desire then1; but the forecroiucr ma1." be 
0,1 I:> ü J 
C01l5lucrcJ sufficient for a letter in a public journal. 
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I beg no\v to call upon you to prove the validity and 
lawfulness of IntìlllÍ Baptisnl, by Scripture alone, in 
justification of your Sixth Article. 


IY". B_\PTISl\r BY AFFL'SIOX, OR 
L\..srERSIOX. 
"If they c
rtify that the child is weak, it shall 
suffice to pour water upon it." C. Prayer, Public 
Baptisln of Infants.-" IIow is baptisn1 perfoTlned? 
By dipping in, pouring- on of, or sprinkling with 
water." Archbishop 'Vake's COlnmentary on the 
Catcchi15m. The practice of the Anglican Church con- 
fessedly admits the validity of Baptism, even by 
Sprinkling. 
The reasoning by which I showed that the validity 
of Infant Baptism can be accepted by tIle Anglicnl1 
Church, only by holding it as a doctrine of faith, 
appl.ies to the validity of Baptis1l1 by Affusion or _\.s- 
perSIon. 
Now, Baptism, by Imlnersion alone, verifies tIIC 
sYlnbolicallneaning of the sacrmnent assigned by St. 
Paul (ROlll vi. 3, 4.) :-" I{now ye not that so many of 
us as \H're baptised into Jesus Christ were baptisl'd 
into his death? Therefore, 'We are buried 
vith him, b.1J 
bapt.isrn into death; that like as Christ was raised up 
frOll1 the dead by the glory of the .Father, even so we 
also should \yalk in newness of lifè." 
l\Ioreover, wherever in Scripture, the precise mean- 
ing of the Greek tenn, expre5sive of BaptÜ:m, can be 
gathered from the COIl text, it is invariably significative 
of total inuuersion. This is adulitted by Protestant 
divines of greatest repnte:-by Cnstalio. Casaubon, 
Camerarius, Grotius, I-Ianlnlond. &c.-hy the Scriptu- 
ral lexicographers, Parkhurst, \T alpy, BlonIfield. The 
Jews, as Lightfoot relates after 
Iaimonid('s, (ap. Poli 
Synops. in lUatt. vi. 9.) rccognised no other Baptisnl 
than by inlnlersion, and the word is so {'xplained 
by profàne writers and lexicograpllers; no snllction 
being given to it, as nleaning, either by Affusion, or 
Aspersion. 
lIence Baptists, ,vith evidently nrnch grenter consis- 
tency than Anglicans or others, acknowledge no Bup- 
tisln as valid, which is conferred otherwise than by 
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dipping. The Protestant author of the "Second 
Answer to Bossuet's "Exposition of the Catholic Faith," 
writes:-" Aspersion co;rupts in some measure the 
sacrmnent of Baptisln, Dnd is an abuse." 
I contend, therefore, that your Church cannot 
derive its doctrine of the validity of Baptism, either by 
Affusion or Aspersion, fr0111 the words of Scripture 
alone, so as to justify an act of faith therein, which 
necessarily exclltcles all doubt; and that it must fall 
back upon Tradition, in contradiction to Article 
Sixth. The contrary position it is for you to l1lain- 
tain. 


v. B.\PTIS)I BY LAYl\lE
 AXD IIERETIcs. 
In 1809, in the case of" I\::emp and 'Yickes, clerk," 
Sir John Nicholl decided that the Church of England 
holds, in certain cases, the validity of baptism by a 
dissenting n1Ïnister-as the Catholic Church likewise 
holds. It was a solelnn juc1glnent, given by the proper 
ecclesiastical judge in such causes; and, therefore, for an 
Anglican to reply to me that he does not admit that 
decision, is telling me that the institutions of his 
Church are ineffectual to determine, or maintain its 
creed. Unless you are prepared to assert this, and to 
abide by its consequences, I call upon you to disprove 
IllY proposition, tlw.t the validity of baptisl11 by Lay- 
nlen, especially by Hcretic
, cannot be proved by 
Scripture; and that therefore the doctrine of your 
Church thereon, as decided by Sir John Nicholl, is in 
contradiction with your Sixth Artic1e. I need not re- 
nlind the reader, that the charge to preach and bap- 
tise, by the Founder of the Christian dispensation, was 
addressed to his Apostles only in )Iatt. xxviii., 19- 
that, though the Deacon Philip baptised in Acts viii., 
yet even in his case it 1l1ay be said, so far as Scripture 
goes, that it was an exceptional privilege-.:<tnd that 
St. Cyprian, with a considerable body of African and 
several Asiatic Bishops, maintained, almost to the 
extent of schism, the invalidity of Baptisn1 by Heretics. 
I pa
s by the doctrine of the Procession of the IIoly 
Ghost frOl11 the Son, as well as from the Father, 
which your Church holds by embracing in Art. viii., 
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the Nicene and Athanasian creeds, although the whole 
Greek Church lapsed into heresy, by denying that doc- 
trine, which it could not discover in Scripture, and 
,vhich, in C0111nlon ,vith nlany other ÏIllportant Protes- 
tant doctrines, Hooker (Eccles. Polity, B. 1., n. 14.) 
alleges to have no express evidence in Scripture- 
because it would lead to a debating of texts, which I 
,vish to spare the reader. But I must beg a decisive 
Scriptural proof of the 


VI.-DIVINE RIGHT OF EPISCOPACY. 
Bishop Jeremy Taylor, a clear-sighted luan, is driven 
to prove this point of Anglican belief against Pre
by- 
terians by Tradition; and I dare say I ll1ay reckon 
upon having Dr. Cumn1Íng with me, when I deny that, 
by Scripture alone, you can make good the Divine 
right of Episcopacy. 


VII.-USE OF STRANGLED l\rEATS. 
Your Church pernlits the use of strangled nleats, 
and of blood, which it 111ay not do, except by belief 
that they are 110t forbidden by Scripture. No,,,", in 
Acts XV., 28, 29., ,ve read a solellln decree of the _\.pos- 
tIes assembled at Jerusalenl, declaring in the name anù 
by authority of the Holy Ghost, that they inlpose 
nothing upon the Christians beyond necessary things; 
and then, aluongst these necessary things, classing absti- 
nence fr0111 fornication, the prohibition whereof is per- 
l)etual, and which is intrinsically evil, with abstinence 
fr0111 blood, and from things strangled. " It seenleth 
good to the Holy Ghost and to us, to lay upon you no 
greater burden than these '1wcessary things; that ye 
abstain fron1 meats offered to idols, and from blood, and 
frmTI things strangled, and, frml1 fornication. The 
Scripture nowhere relaxes this prohibition. See Dr. 
Delaney's Dissertation, in Clarke's ConUllentary. I 
need not do nlore than refer you to Tertullian's Apo- 
logy, to :I\linutius Felix, to the A.postolic Canons, 
to the Council of Gangre, c. 2. in proof that, in primi- . 
tive tinles, the A.postolical precept continued in force. . 
Not to extend this controversy unnecessarily, I offer 
but one more objection to your Sixth ..A.rticle, the 
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YIII.-TR
\XSFER OF THE SABBATH. 
Nothing is 1110re decidedly laid down in Scri pture, 
than the conlmand to observe the Sabbath on the 
SCi.cnth day of the week. .l\. reason is given, which is 
applicable to all tilncs, and which is applicable to no 
other day. "The seventh day is the Sabbath of the 
Lord thy God: in it thou shalt not do any work, thou, 
nor thy cattle. For the Lord rested on the seventh 
day: 'lclzc;'efore the Lord blessed the Sabbath-day, and 
hallO'lced it."-Exod. xx. 10, 11. Such a precept, so 
expressed, your Church cannot lawfully transgress, 
without clailning clear guidance of revelation, in Scrip- 
ture, for its justification. It win not do to show that 
our Saviour rose fr0111 the dead, and sent down the 
Holy Ghost on the first day of the week. If you 
please, keep the first day holy, in commell1oration of 
those great 111ysteries; and if you choose it, keep other 
days with Sabbath solelnnity. 'Ve do so. But what 
I beg to confine you to is, some plain proof from Scrip- 
ture, sufficient to renlove all doubt, that it is, in the 
New Law, lawful not to keep holy the day cOlnnlanded 
by God, for a sacred cOIDlnenloration, to be sanctified; 
and that the obligation of the Sabbath-day, has been 
transferred to the Christian Sunday. 
These eight objections against your Sixth Article, 
fewer than those urged by you against the vital point 
of Catholic doctrine which you selected to impugn, 
await your solution. Ren1Índing our readers that one 
single act of self-contradiction, in doctrine of belief, is 
a demonstration of error, whethel' in an individual or in 
a whole Church, 


Irelnain, Reverend Sir, 


Your faithful senrant in Jesus Christ, 


+ T. J. BRO"
N. 


Chepstow, April 21. 


The Rev. Joseph Baylee. 
I. A. 
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K o. II. 


To the Right Rev. BidL()P Bi.ou:n. 


Right Reverend Sir, 
It ia one of the unhnppy dangers of R'Jn1isJ1 con- 
troyersy, that the defender of Scriptural truth is al- 
1110St certain of being assailed by coarse, personal 
invective. I regret to say that your langunge towards 
111e has not proved an exception. 
l\ly only reply to your charges, shall be a simple 
stateIllent of facts; for I still adhere to the advice wllich 
I took the liberty of suggesting to you, that offensh-e 
personalities do 110t serye the cause of truth, and are 
110t an indication of a feeling of victory un the part of 
the opponent, who thus lo
es his telnper as a luan, and 
his clain1 to consistency as a Christian. I also regret 
very n1uch that you, and the Editor of the Catlwlio 
Standatd, have cOlnpelled me to commence this h,tter 
,vith such a statement of facts, before I proceed to the 
defence of the Holy Scriptures, which ought to lwve 
been the sole subject of our present branch of the 
controversy. 
The Editor of the Catholic Standard has inserted 
your charges against IDe, and has refused achnission to 
Iny defence. I have therefore no alternative but to 
luake it the introduction to Iny present part of the con- 
troversy. You first charge Ine with clishonourable 
suppression, in having published the first part of the 
controversy, without your third letter. 
l\Iy answer is, that your letter had no existence at 
the tin1e that the yo]ume was published, nor had I any 
reason to expect a third letter from you; and that as 
soon as I received your last letter, 1 lost no tilne in re- 
questing the publishers to insert your third letter in 
every copy of the book, and to supply it gratis to all 
fonner purchasers. In your second letter you call 
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upon me to proceed to the Sixth .Article of the Cluneh 
of England, the second part of our controversy, giving 
me pennission to write a third letter in answer to any 
part of yours, which I might ,,-ish to observe upon. 
I therefore concluded t1lat Jour part of the discussion 
on Infal1ibility was terminated, and in Dlyanswer of 
1\larch 6th say:-" I haye thus, Right Rev. Sir, 
brought to a close this first division of our controv('r
y 
... ... ... ... I am now ready, according to our original 
arrangelnent, as proposed by yourself, to hear what 
you haye to say against the Sixth .Article of the Church 
of England." 
I sent that letter to you on the 7th of :\Iarcb, anel 
waited for ten days to see whether JOu intended to 
'write any reply. I-laving received no intinlation fJ'Oll1 
you, I concluded that you were preparing tIle first 
letter against the Sufficiency of Holy t;criptures, anLl 
sent forward the printed letters for publication. Your 
third letter was not sent to nle, until th
 II th of ...
pri17 
a l110nth and four days after I had sent 111Y letter to 
rou, and twenty-five days after the fonner letters had 
been in the printer's hands. 
It was too late to send the letter to tIle publishers, 
and I intended to Inake a separate tract of it, find tbe 
replies which rou lwd denlancled. I11ness conlpcl1ed 
llle to lay aside all avoidable engagenlents, and to lea,.e 
hOlue. Your letter of the 30th of .April did not reach 
me until the 6th of l\Iay, and 1 lost no time in COD1- 
111unicating with the pI:b1ishers, and requesting your 
third letter to be inserted in the yolunle, without wait- 
ing for any observations from nle. _1 further delay 
occurred in consequence of nlJ" 110t 11aYing your let ter 
by me, but the whole will now be out in a day or two. 
Such, sir, is nlY answer to your first charge. To 
your gross aspersions I feel that the best answer is- 
silence. "The servant of the Lord nUlst not stri Ye, 
but be gentle unto all n1en, apt to teach, patient, in 
meekness instructing those that oppose themselves." 
( 0) ' r ' .. '> 4 2 _ ) 
- un. H. _., D. 
Your second charge is, that I published part of tIle 
correspondence, be
ore the whole controversy was cmu.. 
pleted. Each subject of the controversy being com- 
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plete in itself, it ,vould be very unreasonable to thou- 
sands who take a great interest in the discussion, to 
detain them until the various subjects should be 
cOlupleted. It would also shut out its circulation from 
the poorer classes, who could afford to pay periodically, 
a snlan SUIn forea single volun1e, but who ,yould not 
be able to give a very nluch larger one for the whole 
together. Ilaving nla-de no engagement to the con- 
trary, I feel perfectly at liberty to publish the whole of 
each subject, as soon as it shall be cOlnpleted. The 
l)ublic may thus judge, which of us is most anxious to 
procure a \vide circulation. 
Your third charge is, that I have Blade gross, sha1l1e- 
less attacks upon the purity of Catholic fenIales. To 
this lilY reply is very sinlple :-1 never did so. I gladly 
bear testill10ny to the purity of ROlnan Catholic fc- 
lilales. 1\ly charge against ROlnanis1l1 is, that feInales 
can only preserve their purity of n1Ïnd, by resisting the 
delnands of their religion. This, sir, is indeed an 
awful charge. Instead of heaping vituperation npon 
Ine, you should Ineet it by con1Ïn3 to the proof. I am 
prepared to prove that Romau Catholic Confessors are 
bound, by their religious vows, to ask abOlnlnable ques- 
tions. I have no desire to press this subject farther; 
but if you continue to assail nle, I shall be cOlnpelled 
in self-defence to print the questions. If so, I shall 
publish theIn in Latin, for I could not shock the decency 
of public feeling by giving them in English. 
Your fourth charge is, that I violated the terms of 
our agreenlent, in order to indulge in blasphen10us lnis- 
representations of Catholic devotions. flow well 
founded is such a charge, the following statelnent will 
show. Your original agreell1ent was: "I engage to 
defend those doctrines and practices of the RODIan Ca- 
tholic Church, which have received her fonnal sanction. " 
Bonaventure obtained a conspicuous position in the 
ROluan Church f()I' his supposed piety. lIe was made 
a Cardinal, and has since been canonised. His Psalter 
has been several tiuIes published with the sanction of 
successive Pope
 and ecclesiastical authorities. It was 
published at ROll1e in the 'Vatican A. D. 1590. It was 
published in Italian a few rears since, under the aus- 
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pices of Pope Gregory XVI. It is at this nloment in 
wide circulation in Italy. That book addresses this 
worship to the Blessed Virgin:- 
"To thee every angelic creature with unceasing voice 
11TocIairns IIoly, holy, holy l\Iary, parent of God, l\Iother 
and Virgin. Save thy people, 0 Lady, that ,ve nlay 
be partakers of the inheritance of thy Son. 
Let thy mercy be great towards us, because we trust 
in thee, 0 Virgin l\Iary." 
K ow, sir, will you inform Jour readers what is " for- 
Inal sanction?" Is the approval of a succession 0f 
Popes frOlTI 1596 to 1851 no fonnal sanction? Is ca- 
nonisation no approval of those ,yorks, for which he 
was canonised? If not, where is infallibility, where is 
secure guidance? Instead of threatening me with ex- 
clusion from the columns of the Catholic Standanl, it 
would be more satisfactory to inquirers after truth, to 
endeavour to prove th
t such worship is not idolatrous. 
Your last charge is, that I endeavour to "cover by 
retreat, a defeated cause." I mn very thankful for this 
charge. A little time will show who will he the re- 
treating party. On the 10th of last April you an- 
nounced your intention of retreating. You acknow- 
ledged, in your letter to the Editor of the Catholic 
Standm'd, that I proposed to proceed to a third subject; 
but, you say to the Editor, "THIS YOCR St:BSCRIBERS 
KEED KOT FEAR." You add, "that the nlain condition 
of our agreell1ent was the discussion, on each side, of 
sonle vital doctrine-one therefore, and not nlore." 
Now, sir, I beg to refer you to our original agreenlent. 
Your first proposal was, "that SOlne vital doctrine upon 
which the rest of the Catholic Faith hang3 shall be 
selected as the theIne of discussion." I was not satis- 
ficd ,,yith being limited to only one doctrine of the 
1l00nan Catholic Faith, and I required this modification 
-" the Roman Catholic bishop is to bind hin1self to 
defend all the doctì'ines and authori
ed practices of the 
Church of HOlne." To this you answered: "I engage 
to defend those doctrines and practices of the Ron1an 
Catholic Church, which have received her formal sanc- 
tion." Yet you say, that Iny proposal to discuss" the 
.,rroofs from primitive antiquity of prayers to the dead 
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and to the Blessed \
irgin," is "a mere r'ltse." Prayer 
to the dead and to the Blessed 'Virgin, is one of those 
doctrines which have received the fOrInal sanction of 
the Church of TIOlne, and I have your engagement, 
under your own hand, to discuss all such doctrines. I 
shall call upon you therefore to keep your engage- 
llwnt. You "rin find Ine ready to keep to 111ine, H to 
defend all and everything contained in the Book of 
COlun1ûn Prayer." 
I have tl1118, sir, been compelled to prefix this long 
introduction to a letter which, as I have said, ought 
to have been wholly occupied with its proper subject 
-the defence of IIoly Scripture. 
In proceeding to this task I 111USt })ren1Ïsc, that ron 
lutve not correctly stated the principles of the Church of 
England, with regard to Ifoly Scripture. Having 
stated and defended our real doctrines, I shall then 
l'eply to your argnnlents seriatim. 
I shall divide our doctrine into: 
I. The authority upon which 've receive the CAXO
 
of Scripture. 
II. The authority which ,ye ascribe to 1101y Scripture. 
III. The lin1Íts of Church authority in the interpre- 
tation of Scripture. 
First, then, the authority upon which ,ve receive the 
Canon of Scripture is the authority of the Church. I 
Ehould be untrue to thc principles to which I am sworn, 
,,-ere I to allege any othcr authority for the CAN OX of 
Scripture. The dognlatic teaching of the Church of 
England on this suLjec:t is:- 
"In the l1an1C of the 1101y Scripture 'we do unc1er- 
f'tand those Canonical Books of the Olù and N c,v 
Testan1ents of whosc authority was never any doubt 
in the Church."-.Lt\.rt. vi. 
"The Church is a witness and keeper of 1101y ,Yrit." 
-.Art. xx. 
I belieye no other authority is competent to decide 
t.he Canon of Scripture. Certain parts of Scripture 
evidence, to the n10st illiterate, their Divine original. 
But, as a whole, no reasonable inquirer can assert that 
every individual is qualified to decide, for hÜnself, the 
Divine original of every part of Scripture. 
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On the authority upon which we receive the Canon, 
there is no difference between the Churches of Eng- 
land, and R0111e. Our real difference is, with regard to 
the books which the Church has received as Canonical. 
Notwithstanding all you have asserted to the con- 
trary, I have already proved that the Church of TIOlne 
has departed fr0111 the Catholic Canon. The subject, 
however, is of such Ï1uportnnce, that I shall in this 
place, n1eet your continued challenge upon it. 
The Church of R01lle agrees with us, that the 
Epistle to the R0111ans is canonical. In Rom. iii. ]. 2. 
we have the following statemellt:-" 'Vhat advan- 
tage, then, hath the Je"
? or what profit is there of 
circun1cision? 
Iuch every way; chiefly, because 
that unto thenl were cOl1ullitted the oracles of God." 
Here, therefore, St. Paul tells the Church of Rome, 
that the depositaries of the oracles of God, were the 
Jews. .A.ccordingly, the Jewish Canon of Old Testa- 
ment Scriptures was received, without question, by the 
primitive Church. This is the testil1l0ny of l\Ielito 
(A.D. 140), quoted by Eusebius (Eccl. Hist., b. 4. c. 
2J); of Origen, also quoted by Eusebius (Eccl. llist., 
b. G., c.. 25); of Athanasius (Synopsis Sacræ Scripturæ, 
vol. 2, p. 3D: Paris, 1(27); and of the Council of 
Loadicea canon 59. (Labb. GO). If needful, I nÜght 
refer to a host of other authorities. 
Of the Apocryphal books we have abundant testi.. 
1110ny, that the Catholic Church never received them 
into her Canon. TIufIinus (A.D. 370) dcclares that he 
"followed the ancient tradition," in rejecting the 
Apocrypha (In Symbol., pp. 188, 189). Jerome (A. D. 
37Û) declares, that the Church did not allow the 
apocryphal books into the canon, nor pern1Ît them to 
be authority in the dogmas of faith. Alltoninus, 
Bishop of Florence, quotes Thomas Aquinas as "deny- 
ing these books to have such authority as to prove 
any n1atter of faith by theIn." Carùinal Caj
tan, 
eleven years before the Council of Trent, declared that 
the Apocrypha is not canonical. (in li[ro Esther Sltb finem.) 
In reply to those overwhehning testÏ1nonies, you 
allege the assembly of a few bishops at Carthao'e, who 
are dignified with the nmne of a CounciL But you 
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did not inform our readers, that your own Church 
ascribes no infallible authority, to a particular Council. 
Neither did you tell thein, that the bi'3hops there as- 
selnbled made no decisive decree on the subject, but 
referred the settlement of the question "to Boniface, 
and other bishops beyond the seas." 
You referred our readers to various private autho- 
rities, 'who quoted apocryphal books as inspired. But 
,vhy did you suppress the fact, that the sanle autho- 
rities, or equally respectable Christian L'1thers, fre- 
quently quote the heathen Sybilline Oracles as 
inspired? 
'Yere controversy a n1ere contest for victory, In 
,vhich the respective cOlnbatants ,vere to display their 
skill, the llleans but too frequently resorted to nlight 
be palliated. But, sir, it has a lnuch higher purpose. 
It is a holy 'work to contend for the faith once deliver- 
ed to the saints, and it aSSlllues a proportionate re- 
sponsi bili ty. 
Now you must know that the question of the Canon 
of Scripture, is not to be decided by the aInbiguous ex- 
pressions of private individuals, and yet you refer to 
these. You must know that these expressions would 
equally prove the Canonicity of the heathen Sibylline 
oracles, and yet you appeal to then1. You Inust kno\v 
that the Council of Carthage did not decide that the 
Apocrypha ",'as inspired, an(l yet you venture to refer 
to their REJECTED APPEAL, as if it ,vere decisive au- 
thority. 
PerInit me, sir, to 
Llggest, that a God of truth does 
not look, with approval, upon such exercises of COll- 
tI oversial strategy. 
I mn not now dealing \\?ith the IXSPIRATION of IToly 
Scripture, but with its C
U,OXICITY. I call upon you 
for one single proof, that the Catholic Church, for 
1400 years, received tIJe Apocryphal books as C.AXOKI- 
CAL. Until you can do this, 111Y assertion remains un- 
refuted, that the Church of HOlne has departed from 
the Catholic Canon of Scripture, and that the truly 
Apostolic Church of England has adhered to the 
ancient Catholic Canon. 
I now come to the second branch of our argU111ent.- 
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Ir.-THE AUTHORITY WHICH WE ASCRIBE TO HOLY 
SCRIPTURE. 
This is stated, in our Article, both inclusively, and 
exclusively. Inclusively: it "containeth all things 
necessary to salvation." Exclusively: "Whatsoever 
is not read therein, nor may be proved thereby, is not 
to be required of any man that it should be believed 
as an article of the faith, or be thought requisite or 
necessary to salvation." 
The question here is, not whether there may not be 
truths, 110t contained in Script.ure, but whether any 
thing not contained in Scripture, is necessary to sal- 
ya tion. 
I shall not detain our readers with more than one 
declaration of God's Holy ,V ord, on this subject. It 
is found in St. Paul's 2nd Epistle to Timothy: "All 
Scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is profi- 
table for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for in- 
struction in righteousness; that the nlan of God may 
be perfect, throughly furnished unto all good works." 
(iii. 16, 17.) I have many similar passages in 
reserve for filture letters, but I content myself for the 
present with this one, and I shall throw its assertions 
into this syllogism:-That ,vhich is able to make the 
man of God perfect, must contain all things necessary 
to salvation. But the Scriptures make the nlan of God 
perfect. Therefore they contain all things necessary 
to salvation. · 
So much for the affirmative side of the question.- 
The negative is a necessary consequence from it. If 
the Holy Scriptures are able to nlake us throughly 
furnished unto all good works, then anything not con- 
tained in thenl, cannot be necessary to ì:)ùlvation. Be- 
fore you offer any private interpretation of your own, 
on this passage of the 2nd of TiInothy, I beg to re- 
n1Înd you, that you are solenlnly sworn, not to interpret 
Scripture, but according to the unaninlous consent of 
the Fathers. You have bound your soul by a solemn 
oath never to interpret Scripture, "Nisi juxta unani- 
mem consensum patIum," exce p t accordino- to the 
. 0 
unanImous consent of the Fathers. I beD' to remind 
o 
)
Ou of that oath, and to forewarn Y OU tha t I anI P re- 
17 ' 
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pared to compare your interpretation, ,vith the con- 
sensus patrum. I come now, sir, to the inlportant 
question. 


111.- THE LDUTS OF CHURCH AUTHORITY IN THE IN. 
TERPRETATION OF SCRIPTURE. 
The interpretation of Scripture is a very different 
question from its Canonicity, or its Divine Authority. 
It is the usual practice of Romish controversialists, to 
represent us of the Church of England, as disregarding 
all authority, as if \ve taught each nlan to set up for 
himself as an interpreter of Holy Scripture, regardless 
of what may have been believed or written by past 
ages. Nothing can be a greater n1Ïsrepresentation. 
As helps to the interpretation üf Scripture, we teach 
our people to make use of every nleans which the 
Providence of God places within their reach. 'Ve 
present to them the Creeds of the Church, as authori- 
tative declarations of divine truth. In our 20th 
Article ,ve declare that" the Church has authority in 
controversies of f.:'tith." Our dispute with the Church 
of Ronle is ,vith regard to the extent of the authority 
of the Church. She declares that the Church is an 
infallible expounder of Scripture. 'Ve declare that 
she ia an authoritative, but not an infallible expounder: 
in other words, that her authority, as a Scripture ex- 
positor, is lin1Íted, and subject to error. The succes- 
sors of the Apostles can have no greater power than 
had the Apostles themselves. St. Paul says of hinl- 
self and of his fellow;:,: "Not for that we have domi- 
nion over your faith, but are helpers of your joys, for 
by faith ye stand." (2. Cor. i. 24.) " Though we or 
an angel from heaven preach any other Gospel unto 
you than that which we have preached unto you, let 
him be accursed." (Gal. i. 8.) The Holy Ghost praises 
the Bereans for not receiving the teaching of the 
Apostles, until they had compared it with Scripture. 
"These were more noble than those in Thessalonica, 
in that they received the word with all readiness of 
mind, and searched the Scriptures daily, whether these 
things were so. Therefore many of them believed." 
(.....\.cts xvii. 11, 12.) Before I proceed to the exami- 
nation of the other points of your letter, I shall 
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bricfly state our pl'inciples with regard to the Canoni- 
city, fulness, and right interpretation of Scripture. 
1. Its Canonicity we admit, upon the testimony of 
the general consent of the Church Catholic. 
2. Its fulness is sufficient to "make wise unto sal- 
vation. " 
3. Its right interpretation is to be obtained, by sub- 
n1Ítt.ing to the inward teaching of the Holy Ghost, 
employing as subordinate helps, the testin10ny of the 
Church, and whatever other means it may please God 
to furnish us with. 
I con1e now to the other points in your letter. 
Your first assertion is, that there is "an unwritten 
Word of God, which is a divine tradition." This is 
very easily tested. I gladly acknowledge that a tradition 
proved to be an "unwritten word of God," 'Would be 
of equal authority with the written '\Y ord of God. 
But I totally deny the existence of such divine tra- 
dition, and I call upon you for the proofs. I shall 
select SOlne of the unscriptural articles of that Creed, 
to which you are sworn, and demand your proofs of 
their truth from any divine tradition. 
Our blessed Baviour denounces the traditions of the 
Church, as being no divine tradition, when he says: 
"In vain do they worship teaching for doctrines the 
COlnmandments of men." (l\Iatt. xv. 9.) That fearful, 
novel, creed, to which you are sworn, decJares, that no 
one can be saved, unless he" most finlllyadmit and en1- 
brace Apostolical and Ecclesiastical traditions." I call 
upon you for proof that this was ever held by the pri- 
n1Ítive Church. You cannot but know th&.t it was not. 
Christ tells us that when Lazarus died, he wa3 car- 
ried by the angels into Abraham's bosom. (Luke xvi. 
22.) ROlnanism has adopted the heathen doctrine of 
purlatory, and declared that everyone will be dall1ned, 
who does not" hold that there is a purgatory, and that 
the souls detained therein are helped by the suffrages 
of the faithful." Kow, sir, I give you the range of 
three hundred years after Christ, and I call upon you to 
prove from the Christian writers of the first thrce 
centuries, that any such doctrine was believed by the 
Church. The novel Creed of Rome condemns to ever- 
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lasting damnation, those who will not invocate the 
departed saints, and venerate their relics. vVhy have 
you not answered my challenge to prove that the pri- 
nlitive Catholic Church prayed to the dead? You 
know that it did not do so, and therefore you avoid 
the question. God commands us to make no graven 
image, no likeness of any thing in heaven to bow down 
to. The Church of Rome denounces dmnnation against 
those who will not "have and :retain" images of the 
saints, and render "honour and veneration to them." 
Can you produce a single testimony fronl the writers 
of the first three centuries, that the Catholic Church 
held this doctrine ? Yet, sir, of those unholy doc- 
trines you have sworn: "This true Catholic faith, out 
of which none can be saved, which I now freely pro- 
fess and truly hold, I pron1ise, vow, and swear most 
constantly to hold and profess t.he same whole and 
entire, with God's assistance, to the end of my life." 
Such are the fearful consequences ,vhich flow from the 
pretence to an "unwritten word of God." 
vVhile I have these unanswered al1d unanswerable 
c11arges against the doctrines of Ronlanism, it is no snlall 
glory to the Church of England, that when I offered you 
the whole of our religious dogmas as your ground of 
attack, you had. no error to attack. You object against 
us, as an error, that we receive the Catholic Canon of 
Scripture! In doing so you mistake our doctrine. 
You caB upon me "to prove by Scripture alone, that 
all the books, which ,ve hold as Canonical, do truly be- 
long to the Canon of Scripture." You add that w'e . 
"reject tradition or any other source of proof for 
faith." In other words you call upon TIle to deny our 
own article, which appeals to the authority of the 
Church for the CANON of Scripture. 
In answer, therefore, to all your infidel and anti-Ca- 
tholic objections against the various books of the Bible 
to which you refer, I simply appeal to the Catllolic 
Canon, and declare that H In the Dame of the !-101r 
Scripture we do understand those Canonical books of 
the Old and New Testament, of whose authority was 
never any doubt in the Church." 
I shall not allow you to confound the Canon of Scrip- 
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ture, with the inte)-pretation of Scripture. The Jews 
were well able to tell what books were delivered to 
t 1 1em by 
Ioses, although they were but little able to 
interpret the same. The various Churches to which 
St. Paul addressed his Epistles, were able to verify his 
handwriting, and so were at no loss to discover, whe- 
ther the letters sent by hilu were genuine or not, al- 
though they n1Ïght understand little of the deep mys- 
teries contained in thenl. 
The Canon of Scripture is silnply a historical ques- 
tion. N othil1g more than this: are those writings which 
we call I-Ioly Scripture, the genuine productions of 
Inen, to whose divine Inission God gave l11Ïraculous 
attestation? From age to age the Church has agreed 
upon this point; and now in the nineteenth century, a 
ROlnish bishop accuses the English Church of heresy, 
f()f receiving the Catholic Canon! 
But you have another heavy charge against us. 'Ve 
say that, of the Canonical books, "there never was any 
doubt in the Church." You allege that there was, and 
in proof:, cite a nUlnber of private individuals, and one 
or two congregations, who doubted of sonle parts of 
the Bible! 'Ve say that the Church n
er doubted 
the Canonicity of each and all of the books of the 
Bible. You answer St. Hippolytus did, St. Iræneus 
did, and some other sain t8 did! And are they the 
Church? Your proper business was to prove, that the 
Church doubted their Canonicity. But this you know 
you never can prove, inas111uch, as the Church never 
did doubt of theln. The private doubts of individuals, 
or of individual churches, is one valuahle evidence in 
confirlnation of their Canonicity, because it shews that 
the early Church was not credulous in re
eiving claims 
to inspiration, but that she enquired carefully into the 
genuineness of those books, which she received as 
Canonical. 
But you have a farther charge of inconsistency 
against us, because our ...'\.rticle denies the Canonicity 
of the Apocrypha, and yet the I-Ion1Ïlies quote passa- 
ges from the Apocrypha as inspÜ'ed. 'Ye are not 
bound by the authority of the HOll1ilies. 'Ve n1ereJy 
assert of them, that they "contain good and 'whole- 
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some doctrine." Your argument therefore is worthless. 
But the I-Iomilies nowhere assert that the ApocrypI)a 
are inspired or canonical. They simply quote single 
passages as inspired. Did St. Paul nlpan to assert the 
canonical authority of heathen poets, when he quoted 
some of their sayings as divine truths? Do we mean 
to assert our own divine and infallible authorIty, ,vhen 
've pray to have the thoughts of our hearts cleansed by 
the i,ì'tspiration of the Holy Spirit? No, sir, you must 
find some better argument than this, befóre you can 
convict us of heresy for holding the Catholic Canon of 
Scri pture. 
Your next point of attack is, that ,ve are inconsistent 
in believing in the Inspiration of the Holy Scriptures. 
1- ou say: "Of course you hold, as anlong the essential 
truths of revelation, that the Sacretl Scriptures are 
inspired, the written 1V ord of God being the only 
acknowledged source of every article of your faith 
clain1Ïng to be divine-and faith being divine only when 
it reposes upon the certain revelation of God. Yon 
cannot make a single act of faith upon a doctrine 
announced by t
e author of any book of Scripture, 
unless you first believe that he wrote it by divine re- 
yelation." So then, because we believe that the early 
Church had ample means of knowing whether the 
Apostles and their companions really. wrote the books 
that are ascribed to theIn, we are inconsistent in be- 
lieving, on the authority of the Church, the historical 
fact, that they did write those books and yet decline 
to ascribe infallible duthority to the same Church as 
interpreters of that Sacred ,V ord which they have 
preserved to us. 'Ye believe upon historic testinlony, 
that the Gospels are a genuine record of the life and 
sayings of Christ. Those Gospels declare to us that 
Christ said of the Old Testament Scriptures-" They 
testify of nle." (John v. 39.) 
'Ye believe this upon the same historic testimony, 
that St. Paul wrote the Second Epistle to Til11othy. 
That epistle declares that the Old Testanlent Scriptures 
are able to make wise unto salvation, through faith 
(not in the Church, but) in Christ Jesus. (2 Tinl. iii. 15.) 
Are we inconsistent in clinging to those IIoly Scriptur
s 


. 
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as indeed able to make us savingly wise? Upon the 
saIne historic testÏtnony, we believe that St. Peter wrote 
tne Second Epistle ascribed to hiln. That epistle assures 
us that St. Paul's collected epistles were Canonical 
Scriptures, and asserts the inspiration of the Scripture, 
tlle sure word of prophecy, whereunto we do well to 
take h
ed. (2 Peter, iii. 16 and i. 19-21.) Are "Te 
inconsistent in following its light, or believing that 
those writers were" Holy men of God, who spake as 
they were moved by the Holy Ghost?" 
Ko, sir, your readers will expect from you some 
more solid attack than this, before we can be dislodged 
fronl our position that the Holy Scriptures contain all 
things necessary to salvation, inasmuch as St. Paul 
teaches us that they are able to make us wise unto 
sal va tion. 
But you demand from me the meaning of the ternl 
inspiration, and you speak of the uncertainty about it 
amongst our divines. To prove this, you refer to 
IIaldane, a Presbyterian; Seed and Doddridge, Dis- 
senters; Benson, a 'Yesleyan. You forget that I un- 
dertook no defence either of Dissenters or of individual 
writer9. "All and everything contained in the Book 
of Common Prayer," was the ground of attack which 
you accepted, and to that ground I shall beg leave to 
confine you. 
I have DO difficulty in defining inspiration: the 
words are given to n1e by an authority which you will 
not dispute. These are St. Peter's words: "Holy n1en 
of God spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost." 
This, sir, is inspiration-this it is which makes the 
Bible not the word of man, but the Word of God. 
Here is the rock, and the only rock, upon which true 
faith is founded: " For this cause also thank we God 
without ceasing, because when ye received the 'Yord of 
God, which ye heard of us, ye received it not as the 
'word of men, but as it is in truth, the Word of God; 
which effectually worketh also in you that believe." 
(1 Thess. ii. 13.) 
I might pass over tre remainder of your letter as 
totally irrelevant to the question between us. To 
deprive you, however, of any apparent ground for as- 
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Eerting that I did not meet all your questions, I 
hall 
ans\ver all of them. Your readers, however, must not 
charge me with unnecessarily lengthening our letters. 
You can upon I11e to prove from Scripture I:KFANT 
BAPTlS}[. I shall very easily do so, and shan confirn1 
111Y conclusions by an authority which you must have 
forgotten, when you propounded the difficulty. Christ 
said: "Suffer the little children to come unto me, and 
forbid then1 not, for of such is the kingdom of God." 
(:l\Iark x. 14.) Our Church, in her baptismal ser- 
vice, appeàls to this passage, as a warrant for bap- 
tising infants. The argunlent is this: "Except a man 
be born of water and of the spirit he cannot enter into 
the kingdon1 of God." (John iii. 5.) Infants (as 
infants) are admissible into the kingdOlll of God. (l\Iark 
x. 14.) To be born of water is a phraEe equivalent 
to be baptised. Therefore infants ought to be baptised. 
Farther: St. Paul tells us that Abrahanl's covenant 
,vas the covenant of God in Christ. (Gal. iii. 17.) 
That if we be Christ's, \ve are Abraham's seed, and 
heirs according to the pron1Ïse. (Gal. iii. 29.) The 
promise in Abraham's covenant included infant children. 
Therefore our infant children are heirs of the covenant 
of God in Christ. In his Epistle to the Colossians, 
St. Paul calls baptisln, Christian circumcision, anel 
speaks of the whule Church as being baptised. (Col. 
ii. 11, 12. ) 
In subdividing the Church, he includes the children. 
(Co!. iii. 20.) Therefore children were baptised. 
Upon these Scriptural grounds, then, we believe in the 
Divine authority uf Infant Baptism. You cannot ven- 
ture to say that this reasoning is inconclusive, for your 
read
rs \V'ill be astonished to learn that the Catechisn1 
of the Council of Trent appeals to these very passages, 
as proofs of the Divine authority of Infant Baptisn1e 
'Vhat a notable exanlple of the safety of Uon1Ïsh gui- 
dance. Bishop Brown tells his readers that Infant 
Baptisnl cannot be proved frOlll 'Scripture. The Cate- 
chisln of the Council of Trent tells us that it can. (Part 
2. section 31.) And Bishop Brown claÍ1ns Catholicity 
for his teaching ! 
You have fallen, sir, into the same contradiction to 
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your own Catechisnl, in your effort to involve our 
Church in one, upon the subject of Baptism by affusion 
o
 aspersion. You say, "Baptism by inlmersion alone 
verifies the synlbolical meaning of the Sacranlent as- 
siO'ned by St. Paul." "'Vherever in Scripture the 
p:ecise meaning of the Greek tenn expressive of bap- 
tiSIU can be gathered fronl the context, it is invariably 
significative of total imllleIsion." Now, what says the 
Catechism of the Council of Trent? Ablution is not 
more fully performed, when some one is inlmersed in 
water, which for a long time we know to have been 
practised from the earliest period of the Church, than 
either by the affusion of water which we no\v see in 
frequent use, or by asper.
ion, such as we conclude to 
have been done by Peter when on one day he converted 
to the faith and baptised 3,000 men. (Acts ii. 41.) 
Ca techism of the Council of Trent. p. 2. sec. 17. 
IIow can you reconcile your teaching with your 
oath? You say: "I contend therefore that your Church 
cannot derive its doctrine of the validity of baptisln 
either by affusion or aspersion from the words of 
Scripture alone." The Catechisnl of the Council of 
Trent says, that the Scrwture quoted from Acts ii. 41. 
proves that aspersion is valid baptism; and further, 
the Catechis111 offers no other proofs than Scripture. 
IIow, then, do you expect ROlnan Catholic readers to 
trust to the private judgment of Bishop Brown against 
the teaching of the Council of Trent? 
But, sir, I have no occasion to defend Dlyself, by 
simply proving you to be in opposition to the teaching 
of your own Church. The sYlnbolic teaching of bap- 
tisnl leads us to prefer affusion to im1nersion. The gift 
and cleansing of the Spirit, which bapti:,ill symbolises, 
is best expressed by pouring water. Take the follo\ving 
Scripture examples:-" I will lJour water upon hinl 
that is thirsty, and floods upon the dry ground; I will 
pour my spÜ'it upon thy seed, and my blessing upon 
thine off..,pring." (Isa. xliv. 3.) It is prophesied of 


sus Christ, "So shall he sprinkle nlaby nations." (Isa. 
Ill. I?) Fronl this passage the Jews expected the 
l\Iessmh to baptise, whence their question. in John i. 25.: 
" \Vhy baptiseth thou then if thou be not t11&t Christ:" 
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Again in Ezekiel, we read: (xxxvi. 25-27.)-"Then 
will 1 spr'inkle clean water upon you anù ye shall be clean 
.........1 will put my spirit ,vithin you." 
Lastly, we read in Zech. xii. } 0.: "I will pour upon 
the house of David and upon the inhabitants of Jeru- 
salem the spi1jt of grace and of supplications." 'Vith 
express mention of baptisnl our Lord says: "John 
truly baptised with water, but ye shall be baptised with 
the Holy Ghost not n1any days hence." (Acts i. 5.) 
This 'vas fulfilled by the 01ttp01I/ring of the Spirit on 
the day of Pentecost. "Having received the promise 
of the Holy Ghost he hath shed forth this which ye 
now see and hear." (Acts ii. 3
.) 
So far, therefore, as concerns symbolic teaching, 
Scripture is decisive in favour of affusion. '\Vith regard 
to the gran1matical meaning of the word baptisln, 
Scripture is equally decisive that it cannot be restricted 
to immersion. Not to mention the passage relied upon 
by the Council of Trent as proving it, we have other 
passages: e. g. in l\:Iark vii. 3, 4. JlI:lr-rw to \vash part of 
the boùy by affusion is used as equivalent to ßU7r7.r",. 
So in Luke xi. 38. ßU7T7,r tV is used for pourin9 water 
on the hands. . 
The "divers washings" (ß(17r7t(JJtol
) in Heb. ix. 10. 
included affusion as well as ÍInmersion; as did a1so the 
,vashing (ßa7r7'f1JtoV
) of tables, beds, or couches, spoken 
of in ßlark vii. 4-. 
I need not therefore fear your chall
nge to prove, 
fron1 Scripture alone, the lawfulness of Infant Baptisnl, 
and of baptism by affusion, having the testimony of t}le 
Council of Trent, thitt my conclusions are just. Neither 
need I fear being caned upon to prove fr01n Scripture, 
the procession of the I-Ioly Ghost from the Son, for 
Scripture expressly calls hinl the Spirit of Ch7'ist 
(1 Peter i. 11.), the Spirit of the Son (Gal. iv. 6.). I 
8uppose you will not deny the water of life to be the 
Holy Ghost, and proceeds from the throne of God and 
of the Lamb. (Rev. xxii. 1.) Your next difficulty is 
about baptism by laymen and heretics. 
With that question I have nothing to do. Our Church 
has Inade no decision about it. You 111Ust have forgotten 
the conditions of our controversy when this question 
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escaped you. I have un,lertaken to defend "all and 
everything contained in the Book of Comn10n Prayer." 
That book decides nothing about lay or heretical bap- 
tism. I have no objection to discuss it as a separate 
question, in future letters. At present I beg to keep 
to our appointed limits. You next proceed to a very 
important question :- 
The Divine 'j'ight of Episcopacy. 
It is not a little strange that, in three Scriptural 
questions, I should have to remind a Ron1an Catholic 
Bishop of the teaching of the authorised Catechism of 
his own Church. You say: "I deny that by Scripture 
alone you can make good the Divine right of Episcopacy." 
Now, sir, what does your Catechi3m te
ch you? Hear 
its appeal to Scripture, in proof of the Divine right of 
Episcopacy :-" 'Yherefore in the Sacred Scriptures 
the Bishops are (If ten called the pastoIs of the 
heep, 
whose function and office Paul described, in that as- 
sembly which he held with the Ephesians, as we 'read 
in the Acts of the Apostles. (.Acts xx. 28.) Also by 
Peter, the Prince of the Apo
tles, a certain Divine ntle 
of the Episcopal office is delivered to us, (1 Peter v. 2.) 
to which if Bishops would be careful to conform their 
actions, it is not to be doubted but that they would be 
esteemed good pastors."-(Catechisnl of the Council of 
Trent, p. 2. sec. 49.) 
But, sir, if it be not too presumptuous, I shall sug- 
gest to you a better defence of the Divine right of 
Episcopacy, than that offered by your Catechism. There 
is a threefold ministry for the governlnent of the Church 
,\rhich still exists by Divine right, and which shall 
continue to the end of this dispensation. 
In the New Testament its nmnes are:- 
Apostle or Angel, 
Elder or Bishop, 
Deacon. 
In subsequent times these offices were designated:- 
Bishop, 
Presbyter or Priest, 
Deacon. . 
As all parties are agreed upon the offices of Presbyter 
and Deacon, I need only dwell upon the proofs of the 
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per manence of the Apostleship. Eusebius informs us 
that the prinlitive name for the episcopal office was 
.A.postleship, but that in time that name became limited 
to the twelve, and St. Paul; and that, through Inodesty 
they assumed the humbler name of Bishop. 
Our controversy, however, is not about names but 
things. 
Now I shall prove from Scripture :- 
1. That the Apostles
1Ïp is a pennanent office. 
2. That it is the same as the present Episcopate. 
}"irst, then, the Apostleship is a pennanent office. 
(
Iat. xxviii. 20.) "Lo, I am with you alway, even unto 
the end of the world." This was our Lord's promise 
to the Apostles, whonl he c0111mallded to nleet hin1, 
separate frOIn the seventy preacheIs, and from the body 
of the disciples. (1\lat. xxviii. 16.) 
There was therefore to be an Apastleship to the end 
of the world. (Eph. iv. 11. 13.) "lIe gave SOIne 
Apostles......for the ,york of the n1inistry......till we 
all come in the unity of the Faith, and of the know- 
ledge of the Son of God, unto a perfect Juan, unto the 
Ineasure of the stature of the fulness of Christ." 
Here again t;t. Paul asserts the pennanence of the 
Apostleship. ...L\.ccordingly we find the Apostolic office 
transmitted to others, and not confined to the Twelve. 
The following persons are called A.postles:- 
Barnabas. (Acts xiv. 14.) 
Epaphroditus. (Ph. ii. 25.) 
Silvanus and Timothy. (1 Thes. i. 1 ; and ii. 6.) 
Tinlothy's Apostolic functions are accurately defined 
in the two epistles addressed to him. They are pre.. 
cisely sin1Ïlar to our Episcopal functions. 
This connects Titus with the SaIne Apostolic or 
Episcopal office, and also the Angels of the Seven 
Churches, in Rev. ii. 3. 
Tin10thy's office was a transnlit.ted Apostleship, as 
,ve learn from 1 Tim. iv. 14; and 2 Tin1. i. 6. The 
,vord presbytery, en1ployed in the former passage, is 
only used on two other occasions in the New Testmnent, 
and in both places it is applied to the highest ecclesi- 
astical court in the J éwish Church. (Luke xxii. 66 ; 
.Acts xxii. 5.) 
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Thus, sir, we have abundant Scripture testimony to 
the Divine fight of Episcopacy, and I now call upon you 
to account for your denial of the teaching of your own 
Ca techisnl. 
Your next demand upon me is accompanied by an 
assertion, for which I am at a loss to account. You say: 
"Your ChU1
ch permits the use of stranylcd meats, and of 
blood." 
Of this permission I must confess my ignorance, and 
I shall expect, in your reply, the gIounds upon which 
you make the assertion. 
I believe the prohibition in Acts xv. 28. 29. to be 
still binding; and were it true that the Church at- 
tenlpted to relax that divine comn1and, I should raise 
ll1Y voice against so daring an attempt. "{Tpon this 
point therefore you have shewn as strange a want of 
knowledge of our authoritative documents, as of your 
own Catechism. 
Your last point is :- 
THE TRANSFER OF THE SABBATH. 
"Cpon this point also you haye the n1isfortune to be 
in opposition to the teaching of your own Catechisn1. 
Its words are:- 
"The Sabbath why changed. 
It pleased the Church of God that the worship and 
observance of the Sabbath day should be transferred to 
the Lord's day." 
Kow, sir, that change was Inade by the New Testa- 
nlent Church, and consequently by the Apostles. 
From the New Testan1ent we learn that Christians 
did not keep the Jewish Sabbath, and that they did 
keep the Lord's day:- . 
(Co!. ii. 16, 17.) '
Let no man judge you......in 
refpect of...... the Sabbath days: ,vhich are a shadow 
of things to con1e, but the body is of Christ." 
(Rev. i. 10.) "I was in the Spirit on the Lord's day." 
(Acts Xx. 7.) "On the first day of the week the 
disciples came together to break bread." 
(See also, 1 Cor. xyi. 2. John xx. 19-26.) 
I shall close my observations on the chanO"e of the 
Sabbath, with the words of the Catechism of th
 Council 
of Trent: "The time in which the observance of the 
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(Jewish) sabbath ,vas to be taken away, is the same as 
that in which the other IIebre,v fornls of worship, 
cerelnonies which were to beconle obsolete, were to be 
renloved, namely, at the death of Christ. For since 
those ceremonials are, as it were, adunlbrating inlages 
of light and truth, it was of necessity that they should 
be abolished by the con1Ïng of that light and truth 
,vhich is Jesus Christ. Of which thing Paul write
 
thus to the Galatians, when he reproved the observers 
of the 1\Iosaic ritual: "Y e observe days and months 
and tinles and years: I am afraid of you, lest I have 
bestowed upon you labour in vain. (Gal. iv. 10. 11.) 
To the same purpose he wrote to the Colossians." 
'Vhythe Sabbath day was changed into the Lord's day. 
"On which account THE ApOSTLES DECREED TO CON- 
SECRATE TO DIVINE vV ORSHIP that day which is the first 
of the seven, which THEY CALLED the Lord's day: for 
St. John also makes mention in the Apocalypse of the 
Lord's day (Rev. i. 10.); and the Apostle orders col- 
lections to be nlade on the first day of the week, which 
is the Lord's day, (as St. Chrysostonl interprets it,) that 
've may understand that even then in the Church the 
Lord's day was held sacred." (1 Cor. xvi. 2.) 
I have thus, sir, followed you in all your objections, 
and I have answered thCln all. I have shewn that you 
]lave preferred your private judgnlent, to the authorised 
teaching of your own Catechisnl, while I have vindicated 
the blessed truth, that Holy Scriptures contain all 
things necessary to salvation. By her unfounded pre- 
tence to an unwritten word of God, the Church of 
Rome has exposed herself to that solenln judglnent: 
"Every ,vord of God is pure; he is a shield unto thCln 
that put their trust in him. Add thou not unto his 
,vords, lest he reprove thee, and thou be found a liar." 
(Prov. xxx. 5. 6.) 
I shall close ,vith the ,vords of sonle of the ancient 
fathers, not as authoritative proof.
, but to nlanifest 
their accordance with the Church of England, and to 
demonstrate how truly the Roman Church is Anti- 
Catholic :- 
Gregory the Great: "All things which edify and 
instruct, are contained in the Scriptures." 
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"From thence the teachers may presently teach 
whatsoever is needful." (In Ezek: HOlll. 1. i. C. 8.) 
Gregory Nyssen: "In that only the truth nlust be 
acknowledged wherein the seal of the Scripture testi- 
mOD y is to be seen." 
Chrysostom: "For what need is there of a sermon? 
All those things which are in the Holy Scriptures are 
clear and easy, all necessary things are plain." (In 2 Th. 
Honl. 3.) 
Athanasius: "The Sacred and Inspired Scripture3 are 
sufficient, for the annunciation of the truth." (Orat. 1. 
con. Gen. tom. 1.) 
Basil: "It is a manifest falling from faith, either to 
reject any of those points that are written, or to bring 
in any of those things that are not written." (De Fide, 
Tom. 2.) 
I feel it to be indeed a privilege to be thus called 
forth by the providence of God to defend the fulness, 
and clearness, and sufficiency of His IIoly ""V ord, 
against those who would defile and darken it by the 
tradi tions of men. 
From what a fearful judgment would the Church of 
Ronle deliver herself, would she listen ere it be too late, 
to those instructive and terrible words :- 
"The Holy Scriptures are able to make wise unto 
salvation through faith which is in Christ Jesus." 
(2 Tim. iii. 16.) "If any nlan shall add unto these 
things, God shall add unto him the plagues that are 
written in this book." (Rev. Lxii. 18.) 


I remain, Right Rev. Sir, 
Your faithful servant, 


JOSEPH BAYLEE. 


St. Aidan's, 
Iay 21, 1851. 



2GO :BISHOP BROWN'S SECOND LETTER. 


No. III. 


.. 


Second Lette)" to the Reve}"end Joseph Baylee. 


Rev. Sir, 
The opening of your defence of the Sixth Article is 
appropriately characterised, near the commencement of 
my third reply on the "Infallibility of the Catholic 
Church." It is a return to the "Stop thief" dodge. 
Offensive personalities are alien to my inclination 
and habits; but ho,v was I to deal with your gross and 
obstinate calumnies, which violated all the decorum of 
religiuus controversy? In vain I had tried the 1110St 
unequivocal denial of alleged falsehoods-in vain I had 
essayed earnest expostulations. There remained, in de- 
fence of the purity, and sincerity of the whole body of 
Catholic fe111ales, whom you unblushingly libelled, no- 
thing except indignant reproof. " It is impossible,"- 
you dared to write in your second letter, designed to 
be read by Catholics of all classes,-" it is impossible 
for any female to be a conscientio
ts Romanist and a 
modest woman I" 
Your blasphemous TIlisrepresentations of Catholic de- 
votions ,vere expressed nlost grossly, as every Catholic 
reader felt, in each of your three letters. Hence ex- 
postulations from all sides were addressed to me, against 
degrading myself by controversy with one, who seenled 
so ignorant of what was due to truth and courtesy; 
hence angry re1110nstrances 
\Yere directed to the editcr 
of the Catholic Standard against polluting his pages 
by your effusions. Surely it was not by di
gusting 
Catholics, that you could hope to influence their minds 
or hearts! 
Those Inisrepresentations had no foundation, as my 
open di
avowal ought to have satisfied you, in doctrines 
or practices which had recei'Ved the formal sanction of the 
lloman Catholic Cl
ul.cl
. The Psalter of St. Bonaven- 
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ture, which you insisted upon pressing into your ser- 
vice, was excluded by the conditions of our discussion. 
For (1.) the work is unquestionably not from that 
Saint's pen. Chemnitz, whose writings forged the 
weapons wielded against us by inf
rior men, hostile as 
he was to Catholicisn1, had some honesty, and, there- 
fore, he rejected the authorship of the Psalter from St. 
Bonaventure, upon internal evidence. The apostate 
Oudin pronounced it spurious. The Venice editor de- 
cided, unhesitatingly, against it; and every man pre- 
tending to knowledge and character, now abanduns the 
in1putation. The Rev. J as. "\Vaterworth has disproved 
it so manifestly, that it is discreditable for you, who 
are not likely to be a stranger to l\Ir. 'Vaterworth's 
controversial writings (and whom, indeed, I have caught 
misrepresenting his "History of the Council of Trent"), 
to persist in basing calumnious accusations, on acknow- 
ledged forgeries. 
(2.) 'fhe testimony of Sanctity, conferred on St. 
Bonaventure by the Catholic Church, does not imply 
any decision concerning a question of criticism, such as 
the genuine authorship of a book attributed to his pen 
by certain publishers. Still less does the alleged sanc- 
tion of the publication of St. Bonaventure's works, in- 
cluding the Psalter, by one or several Popes, supposing 
it to be as .represented by you, of which I have grave 
doubts, bring the Psalter under the condition of our 
argunlCnt, that I should only "defend those doctrines 
and authorised practices of the Roman Catholic Church, 
which have received her formal sanction." The forn1al 
sanction of doctrines and practices by the Church, ne- 
cessarily presupposes a formal inquiry and judgment, 
by authority representing the Church. Now, none 
such has ever had place with regard to that Psalter. 
I may add, that it is not in use in England, and that 
I never saw a copy of it. 
(3.) In the latter portions of my second and third 

eplies, a brief analysis is submitted, to the reflecting 
reader, of the mental process, whereby the recital of 
that Psalter, by a Catholic, would not involve him in 
either idolatry or blasphemy. Thereto, I confidently 
invite the attention of inquiring Protestants. 
18 
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This reference to my third reply, brings before TIle 
your defence against my charge of having, diðhonourably 
and unjustly, suppressed that letter, in your edition of 
our controversy on Infallibility. 
You affirm that your third letter was sent to me on 
l\Iarch 7, and that you "waited ten days to see 
,vhether I intended to write any reply. IIaving re- 
ceived no intimation from me, you concluded that I 
,vas preparing the first letter against the sufficiency of 
Holy Scripture, and sent forward the printed letters 
for publication." 
Those staten1ents are untrue. Your third letter, 
dated l\Iarch 6, was not posted to me till 1\Iarch 13, 
and reached me not till 1vlarch 14. I could not reply 
till 
Iarch 15, thel e being no return of post to the 
North from Chepstow; so that had I written instantly, 
111Y reply could not have been delivered to you earlier 
than the 16th, being Sunday, which day, it is to be pre- 
sumed, you do not profane by making use of the Post- 
office. On the] 7th, as the introduction to your dis- 
honest publication, and the dates in your present 
reply, prove, "tlw lettm's were in the printe'i"s hands." 
Therefore you did not wait ten days, nor one single 
day, to see whether I meant to reply. To have enabled 
the letters to be in the printer's hands on the 17th, it 
is probable that you posted them llot later than the 
16th. 
, After your third letter 'vas finished, on l\farch 6, 
two copies had to be taken-for the ]lm'ning Hm'ald 
and the Catholic Strtndard. Two copies of a long letter 
could not be tra 1 1scribed before the lapse of several 
days. So soon as they were conlpleted, you must 
l1ave hurried through a revision of the whole of your 
letters, preparing them for formal publication in one 
volume. Now, the fact of your having placed the 
sheets in the printer's hands on l\Iarch 17, is strong 
evidence that, treacherously and dishonestly, you lost 
Dot a lTIOn1ent in carrying into effect a pre-determined 
trick, upon which you calculated for satisfaction, on 
account of the exposure I had made of your first two 
letters, by securing a third to yourself cramnled with 
falsehoods. 
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You did not wait ten days, nor a single ùay to see 
whether I would reply; for you wen knew that it had 
been the practice, on your side as on mine, tounded 
on your own proposal to me, not to send to each 
other a copy of a following letter, nor to Illake any 
conullunication respecting it, until the one to which it 
professed to be an answer had appeared in the paper of 
the opposite side. '\Ve were to communicate to each 
other a copy, by the post which conveyed our 
IS. to 
the two journals. Now, n1Y second reply was not pub- 
lished in the Jlm'ning He}'ald until 
Iarch 27, though 
sent to the editor on February 28; and your third 
letter appeared in the fol1owing Catholic Standard, 
.A..pril 5. After that date, sir, and not earlier-that is, 
not until twenty-one days after you had hurried to the 
press for an unfair purpose-had you the smallest 
right to expect an intirnation of my next letter. You 
received my third reply, foul' dags aftel. '!J01t
. third 
lettm. 'lvas published. 
You must have known that your third letter did not 
reach me ten days before you sent it to the press; for 
you saw in the Catholic Standard of l\Iarch ] 5 a letter 
fi'Oln me, dated ßlarch II, which proved that I knew 
at that date nothing of your third letter. 
Have I not proved, then, n1Y charge, grievous as it 
is, that your statements arc untrue? They have not 
a shadow of truth. 
'\Vere it otherwise, yet ought you not, in comInon 
courtesy, to have acquainted me with your intention of 
publishing to the end of YOl1r third letter? Ought 
you not, in justice, to have allowed me an equal advan- 
tage with yourself in correcting the press? But, so 
far frOln this, you removed several errors t11at were in 
the 
IS. of your letters forwarded to me, and in both 
the journals; whilst you had nlY letters printed from 
the most imperfect copy that existed, and you suffered 
the compositor to introduce fresh typographical errors, 
whereby nlY arguments were frequently weakened- 
sonletimes quite perverted. 'Yas this Christian like ? 
You say that when you became aware ofn1Y reply 
to your third letter, it was then too late to send it to 
the publisher. But you must have felt convinced that I 
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would answer such statements as you had put forth. 
By courtsey, I allowed you a third letter; but it was 
expressly and solely to enable you "to disprove my 
censures, to explain, or to apologise;" with an explicit 
condi tion that "there lllUst be no more foul language- 
no more extraneous matter," and certainly reserving to 
myself a TIght of reply, should I deem it requisite. 
Kow, you abused my indulgence by so much coarse 
and offensive matter, totally unnecessary to the ends 
for which I pennitted your third letter, flS to extort 
frOlll many Iespectable Catholics, remonstrancea ad- 
dressed to the Editor of the Catholic Standard for in- 
serting that letter, and to me for descending to discus- 
sion '\Tith such a man. 
Ioreover, you pressed me to 
1.eply by such reiterated challenges, that you n1ust have 
felt certain of a rejoinder. '\Then nlY reply did alrive, 
you allege "it ,vas then too late to send the letter to 
the publishers; and I intended to make a separate 
tract of it, and the replies which you had deInanded." 
This excuse is not less untrue than the foregoing 
staten1ents. It ,vas not too late to send the letter to 
the publishers, for tlte work was not out of theirj" hands 
'untü 'more than a fortnight after you received 
ny 'reply! 
Even had Il1Y reply not reached you until the 
last day before the circulation of the mutilated edition 
cOlllmenced, it would have caused small inconvenience 
to ,vithhold it, and to add a few Illore sheets. The 
inconvenience should have been held as nothing, in 
conlparison with the injustice of issuing a n1utilated 
edition. "\Vere yeu, indeed, the gentle, upright ser- 
vant of the Lord, for "TI1Ïch you take to yourself credit, 
you 'would not have hesitated to comply with 111Y claim 
of justice, and have recalled all the defective copies, 
until my third reply could be bound up with thell1. 
1Vhere was the great difficulty? 
But you confirnl the ,vorst suspicions created by 
your preceding conduct, by an open declaration that 
the very utn10st satisfaction you contenlplated, was to 
conlluit a new act of injustice-to publish nlY third 
reply as a separate tract, yet not otherwise than with 
your answers annexed! The advantage of the last word 
you knew; and you re
olved to have it, fairly or 
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foully, on hoth topics. How reckless of truth those 
anSWClS would be, when no exposure was apprehended, 
we nlay conclude on no light sUImises. 
And what measures are to be adopted to secure my 
reply reaching the hands of those who bought the l11any 
copies of the lllutilated edition of our controversy now 
above two nlonths in circulation? To this date, I can- 
not discover, notwithstanding your repeated promises, 
that it has been brought out by you in any form. 
'Yhat confidence can I have in you? 
Your pretext for a separate publication, unknown to 
me, of the first part of our controversy is, that the 
poor lllay 11lore easily purchase it; and, therefore, with 
extraordinary disinterestedness, you publish in 121no. 
cloth, 185 pages, at the trifling cost of 3s. for each 
copy! Had I been consulted, I should have thought 
half that charge too much 
Of a piece with your suppression of my third reply 
on "infàllible authority," is an act of your party, 110t 
inlprobably of your own suggestion. In a private let- 
ter, of June 3, you write to me:-" I have nearly com- 
pleted the arrangements for publishing our letters 
in two Protestant journals, the J.1forning HefJ'ald and 
another." After more than three weeks, your arrange- 
Inents are completed with "the Church and Statø 
Gazette," so that, on June 27, that paper publishes-- 
what? Our letters? No! But as you suppressed, in 
your volullw, nlY thirù reply on our former topic of 
controversy, so your arrangelnents now terminate in 
the suppression of 'In,!! first letter on A'i"Ncle VL,-and the 
publication of our letters, in the Church and Stat.ø 
Gazette, commences 'With '!JO'lu' reply. The editor coolly 
rmnarks-" The argunlents in Dr, Brown
s letter 'will 
be pe}fectly understood by the 'reply made to them." And 
this is the fair play which English Protestants of your 
class, afford to a Catholic Bishop, whom they invite to 
discussion on nlonlentous questions of salvation, and by 
which they strive to mislead those who rely upon them! 
Does not almost your every act bear out the character 
sent nle of you, by a writer on the Continent. who 
clalll1ed to know you 'well, and which yourself trans- 
ferred from the Catholic Standard of April 12 to the 
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]lo1'ning He)'ald of l\lay 5. 1Y ould a gcod cause de- 
scend to such tI icks 1 
You introduce into your reply the substance of a 
representation, published by you in the JI01
âng Herald, 
to show that our conditions bound us to discuss, not 
Inerely one vital topic on each side, as I held
 but all 
tIle doctrines and authorised practices of the Church of 
nonle on one side, and all things contained in the Book 
of C0l1lnl0n Prayer Oll the other. 1\Iy answer givcn in 
the .J.1Io'1'ning Hm'ald, I subnlit to the reader:- 


" To tlte Editm" of the Jlorning Hm"ald. 


" Sir'-JA.llo,v llle to correct in your colunlns a mis- 
representation published therein by the Hev. )11'. 
Baylee of the conditions of our controversy. 
1. "The first of the original conditions was 'that 
some vital docfj'.ine upon which the rest of the Catholic 
faith hangs shall be selected as the theme of discussion.' 
The third condition 'allowed nle in like nlanner to con- 
trovert SOlue vital doctrine of Protestantisnl. 
2. "1\11'. ßaylee accepted these condit-ions. He offered 
certain lllodifications, for such he tenns them; but the 
original conùitions were substantially to renlain. The 
fourth and fifth of those modifications are the argu- 
nlents upon which he rest3 his charge against 111e of 
now seeking to retreat fronl the controversy; that 'the 
ROlllan Catholic Bishop is to bind himself to defend all 
the lloctrines and authorised practices of the Church of 
ROllle;' and that c. AIr. Baylee binds }1ÏnlseIf to defend 
an and everything contained in tbe Book of COlnnlon 
Prayer.' 
3. "As the original conditions were not rejected y 
but expresslý adn1Ïtted, how are they to be reconciled 
,vith the subsequent nlodifications? Certainly, not by 
1\11'. BayIee's explanation, which makes thelll incom- 
patible. One other means of reconciling them alone 
rell1ains, and it is that which I adopted-that each 
party should defend all the doctrines and practices of 
his Church, bearing upon or connected with the dis. 
cussion of one vital doctl-ine on each side. The effect of 
the lllodifications, so understood, "rould be to give a 



BISHOP BROW
"S SECOXD LETTER. 267 


much wider range to objections; and I conceive that 
3fr. Baylee fully availed hinlself of it. But for his 
11l0difications, I should have resisted the course of argu- 
lllent which he pursued. 
4. "That such was my conviction is manifest from 
repeated references, in the second paragraph of my first 
reply, to the obligation imposed upon me by our DIU- 
tual engagement of defending one 'Cital doctrine only. 
No remark or objection thereon was llmde by 
lr. 
Baylee, in his second letter. 
5. "For all purpo
es of coming to the truth or 
falsehood of our different religious systems, the discus- 
sion of ' one vi tal dÇ>ctrine, fr0111 which the rest hangs,' 
was surely sufficient. If the Roman Catholic Churcl
 
be stript of its peculiar c1ailn to infallibility, it is de- 
Dlonstrated not to be the Church of Christ; whereas, if 
its infallibility be proved as of divine appointnlent, all 
further controversy upon divine faith beconles unneces- 
sary. In like manner, if the Sixth Article be shown 
to be inconsistent with other doctrines of Protestant- 
ism, the Church which holds it, is convicted of false- 
hood. Further discussion on details of doctrine lllight 
be perplexing, interminable, useless therefore, and 
wholly unfit for the columns of public journals." 
One word more I beg to add on this subject-that 
in your letter to the JJlol.tting Herald of 
Iay 19, you 
adhere to the practice ofnlÏsrepresentation, which I have 
exposed so often, but in vain. It is not true that I 
" alleged as one reason that, the readers of the Catholic 
Standa)'d feared the continuance of the discussion." 
\Vhat they objected to was the scurrility and blas- 
pllemy which shocked them in every one of your 
letters, notwithstanding my repeated remúnstrances., 
and which they had too l11uch reason to fear would 
forl11 the staple of the new topic, that you proposed to 
enter upon. 
The direct matter of our controversy has been in- 
terrupted by these long explanations of a personal 
nature, which I should have avoided as misplaced, had 
you not forced them upon n1e. They have, however, 
their utility, as they give n1e an opportunity of sub- 
mitting my complaints against your treachery to all 
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the readers of our controversy, and of removing your 
mis-stateluents made in the Jlorning HC'ì'alcl which 
closed its columns against one of my inoffensive replies. 
I am bound to add that the Editor of the Catholic 
Standard never refused insertion to your letters, abso- 
lutely; on the contrary, he offered to publish them im- 
mediately, provided the J1Iorning Herald would not 
persist in refusing to admit into its columns my tenl- 
perate answers to your allegations therein. Gladly do 
I now come to your defence of the inconsistency anù 
contradiction, with which I charged your Sixth Article. 


1. ON THE CANO
 OF SCRIPTl"nE. 
By the Sixth ArtIcle you are bound to hold that 
"whatsoever is not read in Scripture, nor can be proved 
thereby, is not to be required of any man that it should 
be believed as an article of the faith." I argued that 
you must hold the Canonicity of each and all the books 
entered into your Bible, as an article of faith-that it 
is a n10st essential article to salvation. Thereupon I 
challenged you to prove, by Scripture alone, the Canon- 
icity of the books forming the Old and New Testament; 
or I allowed you to confine yourself to the Book of 
Esther, to the Epistle to the Hebrews, the Epistles of 
J ames and Jude, the 2nd Epistle of St. Peter, the 2nd 
and 3rd of St. John, and the Book of Revelations. The 
reader recollects, I hope, my course of argunlent, or 
'vill refer to it. 
If your wish be to discuss, not to delude-to defend, 
not to n1Ïslead-y(/ur duties ,vere plainly to address 
yourself to the questions at issue :-ls the Canonicity 
of each book of the Anglican Bible a part of ....\.nglican 
belief? If so, can tlIat Canonicity be demonstrated by 
Scripture alone? 
Instead of confining yourself to the only matters in 
:hand, you invite me to return to topics that have been 
argued abundantly in former letters-and to follow you 
into new discussions. The temptation I will not suffer 
to n1Íslead nle, though baited by so nlany characteristic 
misrepresentations and mis-statements of Catholic teach- 
ing and of historical testin10ny. 'Vhat can I hope to 
gain by showing up fresh instances of ignorance or bad 



BISHOP BROWN'S SECOND LETTER. 


269 


faith, when the exposures thereof in so many past in- 
stances, above all, in that bare-faced mis-statement 
('oncerning the members present at the Session of the 
Council of Trent, whereat wa::; defined the Canon of 
Scripture, extorted neither retractation, nor apology, 
nor a sign of shaIne; but, a deliberate intimation, that 
not one of those acts of an upright mind, should be 
submitted to by you? 
'Vhat say you, then, to the question, whether the 
Canonicity of the books of Scripture, in the Anglican 
Bible, be a matter of Divine faith? 
You reply:-"The canon of Scripture is sin1ply a 
historical question. Nothing 1110re than this are those 
writings which we call Holy Scripture, the genuine 
productions of men to whose mission God gave mi- 
raculous attestation. From age to age the Church has 
agreed upon this point, and no,v in the nineteenth 
century a Romish bishop accuses the English Church 
of heresy for receiving the Catholic Canon !" 
No, sir! I never accused the English Church of 
heresy for receiving the Catholic Canon; though I may 
do so for refusing to receive it in all its parts. 
"The canon of Scripture is siInply a historical 
question." Therefore it is not an article of your 
Christian faith :-therefore by your principle, anyone 
is at liberty to question the title of any book, rec\.
ived 
into the Canon, to forn1 a part thereof, 'without offending 
Christian belief, as he is to question any n1atoor of pure 
history:-nay, without a shadow of evidence, and from 
a 111ere crotchet, he Inay reject the whole Canon, and 
yet not offend against Divine faith. For Divine faith 
is belief in a revelation of God; but, by your de- 
claration, the Canon of Scripture bei11g sin1ply a 
historical question, it has no c1aÍln to revelation, nothing 
to do with Divine faitl). A practical illustration of 
tIle result of your admission is witnessed in Protestant 
Germany, where your received Canon is treated as you 
have treated ours; yet you cannot on that account 
quarr
l with. their true Christianity. 
ThIs admIssion, which the inconsistencies of your 
religiou
 system has extorted from you, saps the whole 
foundatIOn of Protestant faith. You receive the Epistle 
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to the Romans into your Canon, and so with each other 
book, sinlply (\n the evidence of history. N o,v, its title 
to be held l{evealed, is practically much the smne ,vith 
its title to be adlnitted into the Canon; the one cannot 
be sinlply a historical question without the other be- 
conling such. In the primiti'Ce Clzu).ch the q1.l,cstions of 
Calwnicity and of Inspi1.ation were always 'l,cld cm'relative; 
as the quota tion frOlIl St. J erorr:e, on which you so 
111uch insiste:l, sho,vs. Hence it is inconceivable how, 
in such a systenl, any doctrine can be held as of Faith, 
"rhich is derived from Scripture alone. So argues 
IIaldane, and he is quite right. The consequences are 
awful, but they flow fronl your departure f1'0111 Catholic 
prin('i pIes. 
":From age to age" (you say) "the Church has agreed 
upon this point, and now in the nineteenth century a 
Honlish Bisbop accuses the English Church of heresy 
for receiving the Catholic Canon." It is not for receiving 
the Catholic Canon that I now accuse your Church of 
heresy, but for refusing to receive it, in the sense in 
which the Catholic Church from age to age received it- 
as a Divine revelation. Jlulnan testimony, it is true, 
handed down the fact of the Canonicity of each book, 
but as a Revealed Truth, not as "sinlply a historical 
question ;" in the sanle nlanner as the .sub
tantial paper, 
"Titing, or printing of the Bible handed down the 
,y ord of God, which is contained therein; and the 
Catholic Church, preserved by God's prOlnises fronl 
danger of elIor, gives security for the testimony of the 
one and the other. Your assertion, then, that 
'on the 
authority upon ,vhieh we receive the Canon, there is no 
difference between the Churches of England and Rome," 
is a positive mis-statelnent. vVe receive our Canon 
frOll1 the unwritten 'V ord of God, secured to us by the 
Church, whose authority reposes upon the promises of 
Jesus Christ. 
You, too, call in the authority of your Church 
 
"The Church is a witness and keeper of Holy "'Trit. 
I believe no other authority is competent to decide the 
Canon of Scripture." '\Vith this I am at a loss to 
l
econcile the sentence closely following: "but as a 
whole, no reasonable inquirer can doubt. that every 
"'Sic in l\lr. Baylee's MS. sent to DisllOP Brown. 
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individual is qualified to decide for I, i1nself tlte eli r-ine 
m
iginal of eve-I"!! part of Scripture." So that eyery in- 
dividual is qualified to decide that which no other 
authority than the Church is competent to decide! It 
appears, however, that neither individual judgnlent, 
nor Church authority, is qualified to afford that as- 
surance against error, which is essential to Divine faith. 
In your second letter, you reply to nle: "Neither the 
private judgment of individual research, nor the public 
decision of creeds and aIticles, aIe the divinely appointed 
channels of saving faith......Public judgnlent, as ex- 
pressed in creeds, and articles, and standard writings, 
generally and long received, is indeed an invaluable 
subsidiary help; but neither it nor private judgment 
are our divinely appointed security against erro'I.." 
2. I charged your Sixth Article with a gros3 contra- 
diction bctween its principles, that "in the name of 
Iloly Scriptur
 we do understand those Canonical 
books of the Old and New Testanlent of whose auth01'i- 
t.lJ was neve'ì. any d01.tbt in the Glnu'ch," and the subjoined 
list, including Esther, the Epistle to the Hebrews, the 
2nd Epistle of St. Peter, the 2nd and 3Id of St. John, 
the Epistles of St. J mnes and St. Jude, and the Book 
of Reyelations. Thereupon, I required you to reconcile 
the principle laid down, with the fact, which I proved 
by nlany authorities, that long, serious, and exten- 
sive doubts had existed in the Church, regarding the 
Canonicity of the books just nanled. Haye you done 
so? 
Before examining your arguments, I cannot but re- 
nlark upon your dogged detern1Ïnation, never to ac- 
kno,dedge sublnission to any evidence of error, how-eyer 
overwhehning. In your third lettel you affirmed, 
that the Councils of Carthage and Hippo, which ad- 
n1Ïtted all those books into the Canon of Scripture, 
that we receive, were sl11a11 meetings of Bishops, 
and that their canons were not accepted by the Code 
of the African Church. K O\V, it is impossible for any 
Juan, having the least reO'ard for character or truth to 

 0 , 
deny facts which stand prominent amongst authentic 
records, such as no one questions. Yet, thoagh 1 prov- 
eJ from the acts of the Council of Cartha O'e that it was 
û 
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cOlnposed of a large body of Bishops-though I adduc- 
ed the authority uf Possidius, a contemporary Bishop, 
who calls the Council of IIippo "a Plenary Council of 
all Africa
'-though I alleged the confinnation of their 
Canons by the Sixth Council of Carthage, consisting of 
two hundred and seventeen Bishops, including St. Augus- 
tine-and though I showed that they were received 
into the general Code of African Canons, I might as 
,veIl have written nothing, so far as any effect is 
apparent upon you. Having suppressed the whole of 
my reply, to the utnlost of your power, and probably 
calculating that it ,vould never be seen or heard of by 
the bulk of your readers, you have the assurance to 
speak of those Canons as passed in an "assembly of a 
few Bishops of Carthage, who are dignified ,vith the 
nanle of a Council I" 
You add: H But you did not inform our readers that 
your own Church ascribes no infallible authority to a 
particular Council." I had, however, renlarked, that 
"without a formal decree, the belief in that Canon be- 
CaIne general throughout the Dispersed Church." J n 
a foregoing letter I had eXplained that "Catholic faith 
is Inade manifest by the general acceptance of doctrines 
held by the Dispersed Church and its Head, equally as 
by the decree of a General Council;" and that actually 
"the acceptance of the Atì.ican Canon by the Dispersed 
Church would have Inade nnnecessary the decree 
of a General Council, had not the denial of Luther ren- 
dered desiraùle a fOrInal doglnatical Definition. " Proofs 
of the universal recep..ion of the Canon of Carthage, by 
the Dispersed Church, were given in my letter which 
!JOlt suppressed; an1 for cOlnplete evidence I referred 
you to Bishop 1\lalou's " Lecture de la S. Bible." 
You allege that" the bishops of Carthage did not 
nlake any decisive decree, but referred the settlelnent 
of the question to Boniface and other Bishops beyond 
the seas;" and in another part of your letter you write, 
" You must know that the Council of Carthage did 
not decide that the Apocrypha was inspired, and yet 
you venture to refer to their REJECTED APPEAL, as if it 
,vel'e decisive authority." If. by the Bishops of Car- 
thage, you nlean, as your words Ï1nply, that those of the 
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Tlth'd Council, or that those of Hippo who agreed with 
them, referred the settleInent of the Canon to any 
other Bishops, tbe assertion is sin1pl y false. The 
Sixth Council of Cartbage did, indeed, refer its decree 
to Pope Boniface and the Bishops of Italy; but it 
cas 
neitlwr an appeal, nor was it rejected. I t was one n10re 
striking testÏ1nony, aTI10ngst many in every age, of ac- 
know ledgn1ent of the Supremacy of the Holy See. 
The African Bishops of the Sixth Council of Car- 
thage profess that they derived their Canon from the 
traditions of the Fathers, "quia a patribus ista accepi- 
TI1US ; " and that same Tradition had been expressed by 
the Bishops of R01l1e and Italy, in their acceptance of 
the Italic Version two hundred yeaIs previous, which 
contained all our present Canonical books, and had 
been confirmed by St. Dalnasus in a Council of Rome, 
in 379. If any alnbiguity of expression lingered 
an10ngst a few individuals, until the Council of Trent 
put an end to all hesitation, it was wholly insufficient 
to raise a doubt concerning the general belief of the 
Dispersed Church. As you cite not the passage of 
St. Al1toninus, I cannot test its accuracy, though I 
doubt it. 
To your assertion, that Ú the Jewish canon of the 
Old Testament Scriptures was received without ques- 
tion by the primitive Church," I oppose the n1uch bet- 
ter authenticated testimony of Bossuet in his let.ter to 
Leibnitz. "Protestant
," he observes, "urge against 
Catholics the Canons of J\Ielito, of Laodicea, of St. 
Athanasius, of the Synopsis, of St. Gregory Nazianzen, 
of St. .A..n1philochius, and of St. Epiphanius, not one of 
which agree with the Protestant canon. For, (1.) the 
Book of Esther, received by Protestant
, is not in the 
Canon of l\Ielito, nor of St. Athanasius, (where it is 
classed with 'Visdon1, Tobias, &c.,) nor of St. Gregory, 
nor of Amphilochius, as Canonical. (2.) The Council 
of Laodicea adn1Ïts as Canonical, Baruch, and Jeren1Y's 
Epis.tle, and not the Revelationa. The Synopsis also 
admIt3.Baruch. St. Gregory rejects, besides Esther, 
the 
plstle to the Hebrews and Revelations. Arnphi- 
locluus remarks that SOll1e reject the Epistle to the 
Hebrews; and the greater number, Revelations. Final- 



27! THE SIXTH ARTICLE OF TIlE CHURCH OF EXGLAXD. 


1y, St. Epiphanius, who in his book of 
, ,y cights and 
1\Ieasures" had proposed t he Canon of thc Jews, after- 
ward
, on the 76th heresy, nUlnbers mnongst the 
Scriptures, 'Yisdom and Ecclesiasticus. 
" In fact," writes Biðhop l\Ialou, vol. 2, p. 125, "not 
one single Council e vcr app
oved the Canon adopted by 
the Bible Society, in the course of the fifteen centuries 
,vhich preceded the Hcfonnation; the Council of 
Laodicea itself does not agree ,,
ith it; not a single 
Church sanctioned it; not a single Doctor supported, 
defended, nlaintailled it. St. J erOlne, after having in- 
serted it in his ,vritings, under the nmne of the Canon of 
the Jews, formally disowned it, and protested his sincere 
intention to refute it, if his nlatter had so I)ennitted." I 
referred you, in my last, to incontrovertible evidence, 
adduced by 
I310u, that the Catholic Church unive'ì"sal- 
ly received, since the fourth Century, your Apocrypha 
into the Canon; and yet, as if nothing had been said 
on the subject, you write: "I call upon you for one 
single proof that the Catholic Church received the 
Apocrypha as Canonical." Truly you are a ,vearisOlue, 
because so unfair, an opponent. 
IIaving been at, perhaps, unnecessary trouble to re- 
fute mis-stateulents ,vhich, in a following letter, are 
likely to be Iepeated with the same confidence as ever, 
I conle to your solution of the contradiction with His- 
torical truth, ,vhich I pointed out in your Sixth Arti- 
cle. And ,vhat is it? l\Iisrepresentation of ll1Y argu- 
nlent-n1Ïs- statement of your own doctrine. 
I showed, on hignest testimony, how long, serious, 
extensive doubts pervaded the Churches and Countries, 
represented by the primitive ,vriters to whom I refer- 
l
ed-doubts held in regard to the Epistle to the He- 
brews, by the general voice of the 'Vestern Churches; 
in regard to Revelations, held by the general senti- 
ment of the Greek Churches. I referred to the learn- 
ed 'Valton, for the fact that the Syriac version, coeval 
"with the Apostolic times, omits the 2d Epistle of 
Peter, the 2d and 3d of John, that of Jude, and Reve. 
lations. Yet you coolly ,vrite:-" In proof, you cite a 
number of private individuals and orw or two congregations 
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whu doubted of some parts of the Bible!" So far for 
misrepresentation of nlY argulnent. 
Now for n1Ïs-stateinent of your own doctrine. The 
Iano-uaO'e of the article is-" In the name of the Hol y 
o 0 . 
Dcripture we do understand those canonIcal books of 
the Old and 1\ew Testmllent, of v;hose altthOl'ity 
cas 
ne-ce'r an?! dO'ltbt I
 THE CHl'"RCH." You mis-state it 
thus:-'
'Ye say that the Church ne'Cer doubted the 
canonicity of each and all of the books of the Bible." 
Yes; but though the Church never doubted, your 
l)osition is that, of not OM of the books on which I 
taxed your article with inconsistency was tlwl'e evel" any 
doubt I
 THE CH'CRCH. You have not attenlpted a 
defence of the article, but an evasion of nlY objection; 
therefore I haye a right to conclude, and I do so, that 
you have no defence to offer. There is, in your Sixth 
Article, contradiction-consequently error. 
Sin1Ílar sophistry occurs a little earlier. I quote 
your 'Words: "It is no small glory to the Church of 
England that when I offered }"'ou the whole of our 
religio,:!s dogmas, as a ground of a ttack, you had no 
error to attack. YO'll o
ject aga-inst 'll-S, as an erì"Ol', that 
we 'ì"eceirce the Catholic Canon of Scripture." "
hat a 
bold misrepresentation! 
"In doing so you mistake our doctrine. Y on caB 
upon me to prove by Scripture alone that all the books 
which we hold as Canonical do truly belong to the 
Canon of Scripture. You add that we 'reject tradition 
or any other source of proof for faith.' In other words, 
you call upon me to deny our own article, which appeals 
to the authority of the Church for the Canon 01 
Scripture." Now what I called upon you to do, and 
you did it not, is not to deny your al ticle, but to 
reconcile it with what I presume to be doctrines of 
your belief-to prove that it does not lay down a 
principle, from which your practice dissents. And this 
test of your Church's truth you seek to get rid of, by 
the stale trick of terming my arguments infidel, and 
anti-Catholic, objections. The Inatters which I attack are 
the groundwork of your whole system-that the Bible 
alone contains all doctrines (If necessary belief; whereas 
I show that, without going for an act of faith elsewhere 
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than to the Bible, you cannot have security of the ",ery 
Bible itself, or of any n1atter of revelation which you 
derive from its authority. 
3. 1 appealed to the contradiction between your Sixth 
Article, which excludes your Apocrypha from being 
used to establish any Doctrine, and the thirty-fifth, 
,vhicl1, by conllnending the lIomilies as containing good 
and wholesome doctrine, adn1its the Inspiration assignf'd 
to certain books of the Apocrypha by the Homilies. 
The argument is, I all1 confident, strictly logical. How 
do you meet it? "'V e are not bound by the authority 
of the Homilies." But you are bound by your thirty- 
fifth Article, and this binds you to the doctrine of the 
Homilies, as being good and wholesome. "The IIomilies 
nowhere assert that the Apocrypha is inspired or 
canonical. They simply quote passages as inspired." 
And how can they thus quote, but on the adn1Ïssion 
that the books are inspired, from which those passages 
are taken? Did St. Paul n1can to assert the c:lnonical 
authority of heathen poeÞ;, when he quoted some of 
their sayings as Divine truths?" 'Vhere does St. Paul 
quote the writings of the heathen poets as inspired, in 
the ,,"ay that the Homilies so quote the Apocrypha? 
You could not, me thinks, renounce all reason a ble 
attelnpts to reconcile .Article "VI. with Article 

V. 
more effectively than by such a reply. 


II. INSPIRA TION OF THE BIBLE. 
1\ly argument was, that belief in the inspiration of 
the Bible must be all essential point of Anglican faith; 
and that it cannot be proved by Scripture, but by 
Tradition only. You were at liberty to apply yourself 
to give evidence, by Scripture, of the whole of the 
sacred volume, or to limit your argun1ents to St. Luke's 
G03pel, the Epistle to the IIebrews, and that to Philemon. 
This is by far the most important of Inyobjections. 
To do you con1plete justice, I nlust consider as 
bearing upon this matter, your general evidence to th e 
fulness of Scripture. If, indeed, the Sacred Scriptures 
anywhere declare that all doctrines of Clll'istian revela- 
tion are contained in those books exclusively, Jour 
defence is satisfactory. 
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But JOu nlistate the question, by the limits you 
impose upon it, when JOu write: "The question here 
is, not whether there may not be truths not contained 
in Scripture, but whether anything not contained in 
Scripture is necessary to salvation." Your Sixth 
Article affirms t]lat "Holy Scripture containeth all 
things necessary to salvation, so that whatsoeyer is not 
read thereio, nor may be proved thereby, is not to be 
required of any man, that it should be belicyed as an 
article of the faith, or be thought requisite or necessary 
to salvation." Tû my mind this article, whilst it 
defines that the Scripture contains all things necessary 
to salvation, implies that no article of Christian belief 
can be derived from any other source. For whatsoever 
Divine truth reveals to man, is required to be accepted 
by his faith, when duly proposed, under penalty of seri- 
ously offending God, and its belief is consequently 
necessary to salvation. How far JOu may be disposed 
to deny this, through Jour notion of saving faith in a 
Being only, I cannot say; but the denia1, plainly set 
down, win be, I apprehend, too repulsive to the reli- 
gious sentiments of nlost of our Protestant readers. 
Indeed, lower down, you state the case more fairly: '''I 
gladly acknowledge that a tradition proved to be an 
unwritten word of God, u:.ould be of equal authority u;ith 
the 'lcl'itten 'lcon.l if God." So the Clnnch from earliest 
times eyer taught, as Church history denlonstrates. 
Now this fulness of Scripture, in the only sense 
wherein JOu differ from us,-that it contains an doc- 
trines of Divine revelation, not in their principles only, 
but in their actual concht3iQn,-is what I beg distinctly 
to deny. 
Ko command is even insinuated to the 
t\postles, that 
they should conlmit to wi.iting, all the truths they were 
to preach to every creature. 
The conduct of the Apostles gives no sanction, but 
the contrary, to a conclusion, that they considered 
themselves under any injunction to write, aU they had 
been commanded to teach. lIad they receh-ed such 
injunction, doubtless they would )mve applied then1- 
selves, without unnecessary delay, to its fulfilment; 
and we have reason to imagine, in the absence of any 
19 
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contrary proof, that they would ha,re drawn up, before 
their separation, a complete body of doctrines, to which 
all wOllld have declared their adhesion, or of which one, 
in the name of all, would have testifieJ to the effect 
that it " contained all things necessary to salvation, so 
that whatsoever is not read therein, nor n1ay be proved 
thereby, is not to be required of any n1en that it 
should be believed as an article of the faith." 
But nothing of the sort was done. Early ecclesias- 
tical records testify, that such writings as have come 
down to us frun1 the Apostles, were written by a few of 
their nUlllber only, and by two of their disciples,-that 
they were not written In the nan1es of the others,-that 
they were not written in fulfilment of a precept from 
their Divine l\Iaster,-that they were not issued as a 
con1plete body of doctrines,-nor otherwise than at dis- 
tant, uncertain intervals, as fortuitous occurrences 
occasioned. The first of the New Testan1ent writers 
,vas St. l\Iatthew; and the date of his Gospel is so 
uncertain, that opinions on its date vary, frOnl the 
eighth year after Christ's ascension, to the twenty- 
ninth, or later. St. John's Gospel was not written, as 
n1any conjecture, until n10re than sixty years after that 
event. Intrinsic evidence is manifest, in the Epistles, 
that they were called for by special contingencies,- 
that sonle things were written, others reserved, for 
D10re explicit oral teaching, (I-Ieb. v. 11; 2. John v. 12; 
3. John. 13, 14.)-that truths orally delivered were to 
be clung to equally with written doctrines, (2. Thes. ii. 
15, and 2. Tiln. i. 13.)-and provision ,vas made for 
securing oral teaching, through witnesses, for the benefit 
of future times. (2 TÌ1n. ii. 2.) Evidences of the accept- 
ance of revealed truths, descending otherwise than 
froln Scripture, are very abundant and decisive in prim- 
itive and subsequent ,vritings. But, as I am not 
proving Tradition, I shall 111erely refer the inquiring 
reader to numberless quotations from early Christian 
'''Titers, in 'Vaterworth's " Faith of Catholics." 
Let us come no,v to your alleged evidences of the 
exclusive fulness of Scripture. You quote 2 Tim. iii. 
16, 17.: "All Scripture is given by inspiration of God, 

nd is profitable for doctrine., for reproof, for correc- 
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tion, for instruction in righteou3ness; that the man of 
God may be perfect, thoroughly furnished unto all 
good works." K ow, I can conceive scarcely any con- 
elusion to be less warranted than the deduction, from 
this text, t!tat all rereall3d doct'i"Ïnes are excl'ltsi'Cely in, 
Sctipfu,}'e. The text declares no such thing; but 
Inerely that all Scripture is inspired by God, which is 
our Catholic belief; and that all Scripture, every part, 
is p}'ofitable for certain spiritual effects, tending to a 
man's perfection. Such is assuredly the tendency of 
a11 Divine revelation; but how does it follow that 
Scripture contains erer!J re'Cealed doctr'ine ? St. Paul is 
actually speaking of the Old Testament Scriptures only; 
and surely you do not pretend that every revelation is 
contained explicitly in then1? The principles, indeed, 
of all revealed conclusions, we confess to be contained 
in the Scriptures; hence, from them we derive our con- 
fidence in divinely-appointed authority, which secures to 
us, amidst the conflicting interpretations of those who 
separate frOln us, the true meaning of revelation. Thus 
is truly all Scripture profitable, &c. 
Hence the emptines3 of your sophistry, thrown into 
the form of a syllogism: "That which is able to n1ake 
the nmn of God perfect, must contain all things neces- 
sary to salyation." That is, it must contain all things, 
either directly or indirectly,-in conclusions or in prin- 
ciples. 
"But the Scriptures n1ake the man of God perfect." 
IIere the literal terins of the text are violated, in order 
to lead to your conclusion. St. Paul says n1erely that 
all Scripture-every part of it-which is the meaning 
of the Greek version, is profitable to n1ake perfect. 
"Therefore they contain all things necessary to sal- 
vation;" but not in that explicit direct fonn which 
your conclusion requires-therefore your conclusion is 
not contained in its pren1Îses. 
I might object further to your interpretation of the 
text, that were Scripture said to suffice alone to nmke 
f
rfect "the In.an of God"-which means, in this place, 
TInlOthy.--yet It by no means follows that it sufficeth to 
nmke. perFect, every private individual. But it is by 
such illogIcal exercIse of judgment on Scripture, that 
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you delude yourself and others, verifying the declara- 
tion of St. Peter, concerning St. Paul's Epistles 
(2 Peter iii. 16.): "In which are some things hard to 
be understood, which they that are unlearned wrest, as 
they do also the other Scriptures, unto their own 
destruction. " 
If you intended a quotation from Acts xvii. 11. 12. 
to bear upon the sufficiency of Scripture, a word of ex- 
planation l11akes it ineffectual against us. The Bereans 
are cOlnnlended for beeking Scripture evidence of the 
authority claimed by St. Paul, ere they refused sub- 
mission to it. Just so, we invite inquiry into the 
evidences of the Churclï's teaching authority, before 
its title thereto is rejected. Your language, indeed, 
implies that the teaching of the inspired St. Paul might 
ordinarily be tested, by the exercise of each hearer.s 
private judglnent on the Sacred Scriptures! 
Let me ren10ve your anxiety lest I violate an ap- 
prehended oath, not to interpret the Scriptures, but 
according to the unanimous consent of the Fathers. 
The words are simply declarative that, in interpreting 
the Scripture, I will not depart fronl the sense assigned 
to it by the Holy Fathers, where their unanimous in- 
terpretation has been given. 
Iy Church ,villiook to 
my obedience, and spare you the trouble. 
At length I con1e to your direct arguments. Can 
anything be less satisfactory? Instead of replying 
,vhether or not you adn1Ît the Inspiration of Scripture 
to be an article of faith, you leave me to come to such 
conclusion as I can forn1, from certain ambiguous, and 
almost dissentient 
tatelnents. 
Not by quotations from dissenting ministers only, 
but from Anglican dignitaries, I had sho"rn how loose, 
how degrading, how ilnpious are the views entertained, 
amongst our opponents, upon that which is the exclusive 
basis of such faith as they can derive from Scripture 
alone-its Inspiration. Just noticing that part of IllY 
reasoning, you do acknowledge the general inspiration 
of Scripture-as do Pretyman and Grier, to whose 
language, quoted in my fornler letter, I earnestly invite 
the leader to look back; but v;hat extent of inspiration 
you acknowledge, it ,vas yet inlpossible to gather. 
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Doddridge, IIaldane, Benson, Grier, Pretyman, or any 
other, not being an avowed infidel, would accept the 
"ords of öt. Peter, which you tern1, very inaccurately, 
a definition of inspiration:-"Holy men of God spake 
as they ,,-ere n10ved by the Holy Ghost." That, how- 
ever, cannot be accepted as a sufficient definition, to 
which nlen Jllay, and do subscribe, who nevertheless 
hold, on the nature and extent of Scripture inspiration, 
irreconcileable differences. 
In answer to nlY object.ions, your reply professes that 
you derive belief in the Inspiration of Scripture, from 
no higher source than that, whence you clainl belief in 
the Canonicity of the bacred Book-historical certainty. 
"So, then, because we believe that the early Church 
had anlple rneans of k1wwing whether the apostles and 
their companions 'j.eaUy 
Vì'ote the books that are ascribed 
to them, we are inconsistent in believing, on the 
authority of the Church, the histor'ical fact that the.y di(l 
'lcrite those books, and yet decline to ascribe infallible 
authority to the SaIne Church as interpreters of that 
Sacred 'V ord which they have preserved to us. "\Ye 
believe, upon histm'ic testimony, that the Gospels aie a 
genuine record of the sayings of Christ." 
Now, sir, there is here either great theological ig- 
norance or great theological inaccuracy of expression. 
'Yhichever it be, I must remove Inisapprehel1s10n from 
the reader's mind. 
Traditions of faith come down to us by human 
testimony, as do traditions of historical events. That is, 
man's testinlony is the vehicle for conveying to posterity 
one, and the other. And, if there be no divinely- 
appointed authority secured against error, false traditions 
Jllay be ilnposed upon us, in matters of faith, as in lllatters 
of history. lIence, we consistently contend for the In- 
fallible Authority of the Church.; evidence whereof, 
however insufficiently developed, I submitted to the 
serious consideration of the sincere reader, in my first 
letter. 
The n10de in which Tradition is transn1Ï tted (modus 
tradendi), therefore, is not a matter of faith, nlore than 
the writing or printing of a Bible is a matter of divine 
faith. But, as the contents of the Bible (res-t'l"adita), 
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thus transmitted, are revealed truths, so is any doctrine 
recèived frOlll Christ, and his Apostles through oral 
teaching, and transmitted in the like manner. Now 
,ye contend that this fact-the whole of the Bible was 
,vritten under Divine Inspiration-is a Divine truth 
delivered to the Church, not by the ,vritteu 'V ord of 
God, but by His unwritten 'V ord. lIenee ,ve Catholics, 
according to my argument, are the only consistent 
defenders of Inspiration of the Sacred Scriptures, 

vhich ,ve are calull1l1iously represented as treating with 
Irreverence. 
Once n10re, then, sir, I put it to you, and our readers 
will require an explicit answer :-Do you accept the 
fact that the Bible throughout is inspired, as a doct'rine 
of DÏ1:ine faith? If you adll('re to the tern1S of your 
letter before n1e, and 111aintain it to be a ll1ere historical 
fact; if you n1erely "believe upon historical testimony, 
that the Gospels are a genuine record of the life and 
sayings of Christ," you n1ay n1ake an act of fuith in 
such truths as are related to have issued frOln the lips 
of Christ, for such an act rests upon God's 'Vord; but 
you cannot lnake an act of Divine faith, in any part of 
the mere Gospel history. Your faith ,vill be hunlan 
faith merely, inasmuch as the nlotive resolves itself 
into the undoubted veracity of the Gospel writer. Not 
one of the Gospel writers even lays claim to Divine 
Inspiration, in what he writes. It is the san1e with the 
Acts of the Apostles, and, except Revelations, with the 
other parts of the New Testmnent; which is reduced 
thereby to a very inferior condition, according to your 
view, to the Old Testament, much of the c.)ntents 
,vhereof, the writers profess, ",'ere lnanifested by In- 
spiration; though they assign not to Inspiration, the 
,vritings which contain then1. 
Altl
ough you do not choose to be held responsible 
for the statenwnts of "Haldane, a Presbyterian, Seed 
and Doddridge, Dissenters, Benson, a 'Yesleyan," nor 
perhaps of Vicar Grier, nor Bishop Pretyman, yet you 
are just in that position from which they sought to 
extricate then1sclves by the fearful adn1ission, which, 
as extracted into lllY last letter, luust have alarmed our 
readers. 
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Hefusing to admit the t}-aditionary teaching, that each 
of the books, forn1ing the Canon of Scripture, are really 
IJortions of that Canon, and that they were written 
throughout by Inspiration of the Divine Spirit-re- 
fusing- to adn1Ït this traditionary teaching, as itself a 
docttÙw of Di'Cine re'Cclation, handed dou;n not in Scrip- 
titre but orally, yet not daring to shock their own 
inconsistent notions, and the :persuasion of their Pro- 
testant readers, by looking bold]y at the consequence 
of their inconsistency, they (with the exception of 
Haldane) sought l"efuge in their infidel distinctions 
of Inspiration, into suggestion, eleyation, and super- 
intendency:-they separated, from the inspired portions 
of SCTipture, whole books "which were written without 
any supernatural assistance:" they confessed that "to 
ptO'ìw'lul,ce with c01ýidence 'lchat bool:s of the canon, or 
pads of books are inspÜ'ed, and what not, belongs not 
ceItainly to a nlenlber of the Church of England ;" 
that "as to THE FACT OF THElR IKSPIRATIOX, WE 
rCST, 
WITH AWE A5D MODESTY, H'CMBLY DECLJXE Tv SAY WHAT 
WE BELIEVE NO CHURCH, ANCIEXT OR MODERN, CA
 EYER 
ATTEST." 
You may writl)e under tIle constraint, yet you have 
no consistent means of evading the adn1ission Inade by 
Vicar Grier, in the name of an Protestants, so long as 
you profess to '
believe the inspiration of Scripture 
upon historic testimony" only_ 
If, then, you adhere to this position, Jour faith, 
however pI'ofessing to be derived from Scripture, is not 
Divine fàith, since it must be resolved into the security 
derived from genuine histOIY; without any resting- 
place in Divine Revelation, testifying that all Scripture 
is the ,V ord of God. Grier, Pretyman, &c., were, 
therefore, better logicians than you, or more honest. 
Uecur not to the cry of infidelity, which may with 
just as good reason be urged against St. Paul, when he 
contended in 1 Cor. xv. 12-17. against those who be- 
lieved the 1{GSlul'ection of Christ, but denied t1le 
resurrection of the dead, that, if they were right, Christ 
had not risen. 'Vith your inconsistent doctrines on 
.Scripture, you haye not a chance against the Unitarian 



284 THE SIXTH ARTICLE OF THE CHURCH OF EXGLA:SD. 


in discussion; as you have not, on othèr n1atters, against 
the Baptist, and the Presbyterian. 
But, if you adn1Ït that the Inspiration of the whole 
of the Sacred Volume is a doctrine of Divine faith, 
and a n10st essential one to the clain1s of Protestantisnl 
it is, then I call upon you to demonstrate its truth by 
explicit evidence of Scripture; since, "whatever is not 
read therein, nor may be proved thereby, is not to be 
required of any n1an that it should be believed as an 
article of the tàith." The proof.
 nlust distinctly apply 
to St. Luke's Gospel, to the Epistle to the Hebrews, 
and to the Epistle to Philemon; and they nlust be such 
as to reconcile with your xxxvth Article, the exclusion 
fronl Divine Inspiration of the books of Tobias, and of 
Jesus, the son of Sirach. In a ,vord, the dileu1n1ã I fix 
you in is this: either you cannot make an act of 
Divine faith in the Revelation of Scripture, or you can 
derive it from Tradition only. 
Such arguments as you have ventured to appeal to, 
in the letter before me, can satisfy no one. In John v. 
39. our blessed Saviour neither detennines anything 
about what books formed the Canon of Je'w'ish Scripture, 
(if indeed a fixed Canon then existed, which appears 
Í111probable,) neither does he bear any testÎ1110ny to 
their having been written by Inspiration. 
St. Paul, in 2 Tim. iii. 15. in like manner, decides 
not the books of the Jewish Canon; nor does he, in the 
following verse, even assert, as your version represents, by 
introducing a most in1portant word not in the original, 
that "all Scripture (is) given by inspiration (and) is 
profitable," &c.; but he merely says to TÏ1nothy that 
"all Divinely-inspired Scripture is profitable," &c., and 
thus the n1eaning of the passage is n10re literally and 
correctly rendered by the Vulgate. Your remark that 
St. Paul "declares the Old Testament Scriptures are 
able to make wise unto salvation through faith (not in 
the Church, but) in Christ," is not only uncalled for, 
but in1plies a calumny-that ,ve look for salvation 
otherwise than through Jesus Christ. 
" Upon the same Scripture testin10ny," you add, "we 
believe that St. Peter ,vrote the 2d Epistle ascribed to 
him. That Epistle assures us that St. Paul's collected 
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epistles were canonical Scriptures, and asserts the in- 
spiration of Scripture, the sure word of prophecy. 
(2 Pet. iii. 16. and i. 19-21.") 
" If you believe that St. Peter wrote his 2d Epistle, 
nIereIy because the writer represents hil11self to be 
St. Peter, not only is such faith human, but, moreover, 
very uncertain. For, notwithstanding such representa- 
tion, that Epistle, as I showed in DIY fonner letter, was 
not adl11itted into the Canon by nlany, at the tinles of 
Origen, and of St. Clen1ent of Alexandria. 'Yalton 
relates that it is not found in the Syriac version, which 
dates from the Apostolic age. And Eusebius relates, 
that "the ancients did not receive it." If recognised 
as part of Canonical Scriptures by human faith only, 
it 111ay be cast aside without heresy; but if it be re- 
ceived by Divine faith, the testimony of Revelation is 
necessary; and I challenge you to produce it ebewhere 
than in the 'V ord of God, orally delivered, not written. 
Nor does the text in question suffice, to enable 
Protestants to accept by Divine faith, as Canonical 
Scriptures, St. Paul's collected Epistles. The Epistle 
to the IIebrews, as you well know by the proofs in my 
preceding letter, was on1itted fronl the Canon, even 
down to the fourth century, by the general voice of the 
'Vestern Church; also great uncertainty existed as to 
its Author. In n10dern tilnes, its authorship has been 
denied to St. Paul, without heresy. The Father of the 
Refornlation, Luther, whoI1y rejected it fr0111 Scripture. 
Of still greater importance is it, to nlY present con- 
troversy with you, that neither St. Peter, nor any 
other inspired writer, declares the Kew Testament 
collectively, nor St. Paul's Epistles, nor any of the 
books of the K ew Tcstanlent, to have b
en written by 
Inspiration of the Divine Spirit, SD,ve the Book of 
Ilevelatiom
, which bears testimony to itself only. Your 
quotation fron1 2 Tim. iv. 15-17., on which Protestants 
conlmonly rely, I have disposed of above. 
You refer to 2 Pet. i. 19-21., where the Apostle 
relates that "'Ye have a nlore sure word of prophecy," 
that "no prophecy of Scripture is of private inter- 
pretation," and that" prophecy Calne not in old tlnle 
by the will of man; but 110ly men of God spoke as 
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tlley were moved by the 110ly Ghost." This is, indeed, 
a general attestation of the truth of prophecy and its 
Divine source. It gives no sanction, however, to that 
collection which fornls your Canon of the Old Testament 
-not a shadow of evidence in favour of the New. 
It will not prove your cause, if you can demonstrate 
that the sacred books were all written by those, whose 
nallles they bear. You will have, TIlOreOVer, to proye, 
that the Apostles, and not they only, but also the 
Disciples l\Iark and Luke, w'ere under the influence of 
Divine inspiration, not TIlerely when they preached, 
but when they wrote-not lnerely when they announced 
supernatural truths, but when they narrated things 
,vhich they heard fronl fellow-TIlen-not merely when 
they treated of religious matters, but when they directed 
concerning domestic and private affairs. You will haye 
to prove yourself far superior to Vicar Grier, Bishop 
PretYlnan, and all those c1igni taries of your Ch UI ch who 
reconunended the Bishop's theology to Anglican clergy- 
TIlen, as almost a text book; and all your proofs nllist 
be derived li"Om Scripture onl!!. 
You will have to show why St. Peter could fall into 
tIle practical error, for which St. Paul withstood hinl to 
the face-why St. Paul CGuid speak ,vith such confidence 
that the elders of Ephesus should no l1l0re see his face, 
"rhereas St. ChrysostOln, Theodoret, Pearson, Usher, 
Doddridge, Cappel, ::\Iauduit, Beausobre, and other 
learned commentators of Scripture, are of opinion that 
St. Paul did return to Ephesus-and yet, that they 
could not err, in anything they wrote, in their Canonical 
Epistles. You will have to show why the writings of 
the Disciples l\Iark and Luke are adnlitted into the 
"Volume of inspired Scriptures, whilst the Epistle of 
Barnabas, held to be genuine by Lardner and others, 
and. cited as his by St. Clenlent of Alexandria, Origen, 
Eusebius, and St. J eronle, also the unquestiona1ly 
genuine Epistles of the disciple St. Clenlent, are excluded. 
'Vith difficulties of the most overwhehning kind spring- 
ing up frOln its principle on every side, it is not 
,vonderful that Protestantism, where it is followed out, 
plunges speedily into infidelity. It cannot be otherwise, 
if its fòllowers dare boldly to look at their difficulties 
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and contradictions. The Catholic Churcb alone can 
afford thenl the security, which She bestows upon her 
own children. 
Bearing upon part of the foregoing reasoning is an 
observation of Hooker, which I submit to your con- 
sideration and that of our readers :-" If anyone book 
of Scripture did give testilllony to all, yet still that 
Scripture \vhich giveth testinlony to the rest would 
require another Scripture to give testinlony to it; 
neither should we ever come to any pause ,,
hereon to 
rest, unless be3ides Scripture t11ere were something else 
acknowledged." ",Yhat other can this be, than the 'ltn- 
'lc1"itten ",V ord of God? 
Until the fundanlental questions be fuHy debated 
and t5ettled-whether you profess to believe, or not, 
'Lcith Dirine faith, the Canonicity and InspÏIation of 
every book in your Bible-and whether you are able, 
or not, to prove these articles of Divine faith by the 
Sacred Scriptures alone, with such clear evidence as 
sltolllea-ve no clmwt upon tlu' mind, for thi3 is essential to 
Divine faith, it is worse than useless, on nlY part, to 
divert attention therefrom to dependent, and far inferior 
difficul ties. 
Therefore, haying a
serted my right to pursue, at 
option, the other objections raised in my last letter, 
against the consistency and truth of your Sixth 
Article, I shall not, for the present, quit the Blain 
questions to attend to your attenlpts at refutation of 
those objections. I anl prepared, however, to show 
that they are but a recurrence. to your usual weak 
weapons-to misrepresentations of the Catechism of 
the Council of Trent-to unnatural interpretations of 
Scripture-to false premises, and illogica( conclusion
. 
Indeed, on infant baptisnl, and baptisnl by affusion or 
aspersion, I may leaye you to settle the only one true 
interpretation of Scripture, with your fellow Protes- 
tants-the Baptists and Quakers:--on Episcopacy, with 
th
 .Pres?yterians: -on the procession of the Diyine 
SpIrIt, WIth the whole Greek Church :-on the transfer 
of the Sabbath, with ancient and nlodern Sab- 
batarians:-on all those points, with en1Înent n1eInbers 
of your own persuasion :-on the lawful use of 
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strangled meats and blood, with the universal practice 
of Anglican and other Protestant Churches. 
One specimen only I ,vill allege of the amount of 
Scripture evidence which you deenl quite sufficil o l1t for 
setting aside a clear conlnlandlnent of God. Your only 
quotation, at all to the purpose, for transferring the 
Sabbath-day, is from Col. xi., 16, 17. Now, though 'we 
,vho receive from Tradition the true Ineaning of Scrip- 
ture, are consistently warranted, thereby, in our inter- 
pretation of it, how can you, who reject Tradition as 
incapable of handing down revealed truths which are 
obscure in the Scriptures, detennine ,vith that cer- 
tainty which is requisite for Divine faith, that the 
,,'ords of the Apostle, "Let no lllan judge you in 
respect of Sabbath-days," mean that you are at full 
liberty to on1Ït aU observance of the babbath on the 
only day solenully appointed by God in the Scriptures, 
rather than nletely that you are not bound to the cere- 
tnon,.ial obsm.vance of the Sabbath, as appointed by the 
Jewish law, which nlany of your co-religionists still 
insist upon engrafting on our Christian freedol11. 
The language of the Fathers, which :you adduce 
in support of the fulness of Scripture, is cOlnnlonly 
re3tIicted, by the context, to certain special topics 
,vhich they were discussing; or, at Blost, it expresses 
nothing beyond the doctrine which 've hold, and I have 
explained-viz., that Scriptures contains all revelation, 
either explicitly, or in the principles of tradition and 
authority, by ,vhich its other conclusions are manifested 
and secured. Tlu se very Fathers frOIH whonl you 
quote, are amongst the strenuous advocates of Divine 
traditions, as lllay be seen by reference to their testi- 
monies in 'Vater worth's "Faith of Catholics." 
'Vhat you are called upon to do, in reference to this 
letter, is-not to n1Ïsapply tinle and space by useless 
endeavours to lead nle away into controversies, foreign 
to the one vital topic, which alone is no,v, by agree- 
Dlent, under discussion, but to explain or recal your 
truly infidel assertions, that the Canonicity of the books 
of Scripture is "simply a histm.ical qu.estion;" and that, 
(without any intinlation of your faith going one 
point beyond,) you" believe, upon 'tisturic testimony, 
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that the Gospels are a genuine record of the life and 
sayings of Christ." After having, by some clear decla- 
ration of your belief, made the precise subject of our 
discussion intelligible, you are required to prove the 
following very important, nay, fundanlental doctrines 
of your Church, which in nlY last letter I challenged 
you to establish, but of which you have hitherto offered 
no proof whatever:- 
1st. That, by the explicit testimony of Scripture, 
the only evidence of Divine Cath'Jlic faith recognized 
by your Sixth Article, the Book of Esther in the Old 
Testament, and in the New the Epistle to the Hebrews, 
the Epistles of SSe James and Jude, the 2nd Epistle of 
St. Peter, the 2nd and 3rd of St. John, and the Book 
of Revelations, belong to the Canon. 
2ndly. That the only principle laid down by the 
Sixth Article, for determining the title to Canonicity 
of the books received by your Church into its Bible- 
"of their authority there was nerer any doubt in the 
Ch
n'ch'
-when applied to the above-named books, is 
not groundless and false. 
3rclly. 'Yhereas the Thirty-fifth _.\.rticle affirms, 
without restriction, that "the Books of Jlon1Ïlies do 
contain a godly and 'wholesome doctrine," part of 
which doctrine consists of an explicit adn1Ïssion of the 
Inspiration of certain books among your Apocrypha, 
which are, moreover, cited to establish doctrine; and 
whereas your Sixth Article excludes the whole of those 
Apocrypha from Inspiration, and declares that "the 
Church doth not apply them to establish any doc- 
trine" -you are requested to prove that there is no 
contradiction between those articles. 
4thly. You are called upon to prove, by the clear 
evidence of Scripture, that the Gospel of St. Luke, the 
Epistle to the Hebrews, that to Philell1on, and the 
othf::r books rejected by Luther and his followers, but 
l'eceived by your Church, are inspired. It is essential 
t
lat you explain distinctly, what you mean by Inspira- 
tIOn; and how far Inspiration, in your systenl, is neces- 
sary for, and applies to, all pm'ts of Scripture. 
The manitèst substitution of evasion for aro-ument , 
. 0 
ill your reply to nlY first letter, may make it necessary 
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for nle to clainl the courtesy, ,vhich you accepted from 
nle in the forlner part of our discussion, of a third letter 
on both siùes. 
Reminding our readers that COXTRADICTIO
 IN BELIEF 
IS ERROR; and, inviting them to consider ,veIl, before 
God, whether our very controversy does not prove 
the necessity" of a divinely constituted and Infallible 
authority, to secure certainty and unity of belief in the 
one true meaning of Script1!re l{evelation, 


I reInain, reverend Sir, 


Your faithful servant in Jesus Christ, 


Chepstow, July 7, 1851. 
The Rev. Joseph Baylee, ThI.A. 


+ T. J. BRO'VN. 
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1\0. IY". 


To thø Right Rev. BislLop Brown. 


Ri!!ht Reverend Sir, 
.... In the solenlnities of religious controversy, ,yhen 
an antagonist does everything in his power to blacken 
the personal character of his opponent, his readers will 
fornl their own opinion as to the cause. 
That opinion will be strengthened, when they dis- 
coyer that he has also done what ought to have been 
impossible to anyone who undertakes to defend reli- 
gious dogn1as-that is, misrepresented his opponent. 
Instead of answerIng n1Y letter, you spend two col- 
umns of a newspaper upon nlere personal abuse. In 
this I certainly shall not in1Ïtate you. Our readers 
cannot but perceive, that not one personality has de- 
filed nlY pages throughout this controversy. I hope it 
is not an ostentatious display of religious feeling to say, 
that he who renlen1bers the exan1ple, and subluits to 
the grace of the blessed Jesus, will not indulge in 
offensive personalities. It is recorded of our )lost 
Holy Pattern, "'Then he was reviled, he reviled not 
3gain." 
'Vith this answer, I shall content myself with sim- 
ply stating one or two facts, which set at rest your 
charges. 
I sent the first part of our controversy to the pub- 
lishers on the 17th of l\Iarch. I have ascertained that 
it was published on the 12th of April-the very day 
of the first appearance of your third letter. I could 
not, therefore, have suppressed what was not known to 
be in being. I have gone to the expense of insertin cr 
that letter in the published volume. 0 
To all your accusations against me for not havincr 
our letters. published ll10re rapidly in the 11Iorning 
Herald, I sImply reply that everybody knows the diffi- 
culty of obtaining room for anything but Parliamen- 
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tary matters, during a lllore than ordinarily interesting 
session. 'Vhen I obtained the additional publication 
in the Cl
'luch and State Gazette, your publisher refused 
insertion to my letters, until both the Gazette and the 
Herald published yours. By this means the purpose 
of obtaining the Gazette at all ,vas defeated. 
To your complaint that the Gazette did not publish 
your previous letter, the simple answer is, that it had 
already been published by the Herald. 
I have no'v, done, Sir, with your personal charges, 
and beg to examine your other extraneous matters, be- 
fore I come to what ought to have been the only sub- 
ject of this letter-the Sixth Article of the Church of 
England. 
The first of these is, what it w'Ould have been nlore 
prudent to have allowed to retire into obscurity. I as- 
serted, and I am prepared to prove, that "it is inlpos- 
sible for any female to be a conscientious Romanist and 
a modest woman." I offered to subnlit the proof to 
twelve respectable Roman Catholic husbands and fa- 
thers. 'Yhy did you decline an honest jury of your 
co-religionists? 'Yhy do you reply only by vehenlent 
abuse? Ah, sir! you know but too well. You kno,v 
that no twelve respectable Roman Catholic husbands 
and fathers could be found, in all England, who would 
declare their ,villingness to have such questions put to 
their ,vives and daughters, as a conscientious Honlan 
Catholic priest is sworn to put. 
It is a fearful subject, sir. I am not surprised at 
tbe contunlely heaped upon me, for continuing to 
press it. 
Your defence of the a,vful idolatry taught in St. 
Bonaventure's Psalter, ,viII be very unsatisf:'ìctory to 
our Roman Catholic readers. That abominable book 
teaches men to give to the Blessed Virgin, ,vhat be- 
longs alone to God. It blasphelllously asserts that all 
angels and archangels, all thrones and principalities, all 
cherubinI and seraphim, do service to the Blessed .VIr- 
gin, and continualJy cry, "Holy, holy, holy l\Iary, 
Mother of God." 
It teaches the poor sinner to say, "Save t11Y people, 
o Lady!" 'if: if; if; "Thee ber.ometh praise, thee 
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becometh power; thine are power and glory for ever 
and ever, amen." 
Now, what are your answers to this:- 
1. It is very unfair for l\Ir. Baylee to bring forward 
unauthorised books. 
2. That Psalter was not written by St. Bonaventure. 
3. The mental process, by which a Romanist arrives 
at the power of saying such words, saves him from 
idolatry in their use. 
To the first I answer that, if Bishop Brown be right, 
a poor Romanist is in awful uncertainty. 
A series of Popes from A. D. 1596, to our own days, 
have authorised and recommended a Psalter, ascribed 
to St. Bonaventure. It is a widely spread publication, 
both in Italian and Latin, authorised by Popes, circu- 
lated by Bishops and Priests, and used as a manual of 
devotion by Romanists. These Romanists are eager to 
know whether a Church claiming Infallibility can give 
them certainty in solemn worship. Popes, and Bishop3 
and Priests for three hundred years place in their 
hands a devotional work. 
lr. Baylee charges that 
book with idolatry. Bishop Brown eludes the charge, 
by denying the authority of a book which his own 
Popes had authorised. Let us hear no more, sir, of 
Protestant uncertainty after this. 
Your second reply is equally unsatisfactory. 
You deny that Bonaventure wrote the book. 1 t 
was not Protestants, sir, who ascribed tllat book to 
him. His authorship is matter of historical proof: 
'Vere it a forgery, would Pope Gregory XVI. have re- 
commended its circulation in Italian, only a few years 
since ? 
The" mental process," in your third reply, will not 
dilute the force of such ascriptions of Divine honour 
to a creature, as that book ascribes to the Blessed 
Virgin. 
How much is implied in another part of your third 
answer: "THAT PSALTER IS NOT IN USE IN ENGLAKD." 
No, sir; and so long as England continues to be a 
land of Bibles and of Gospel preaching, no such 
blasphemous book could find extensive circulati(lll 
in this country. Italian Romanism could not breathe 
20 
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the Protestant atmosphere of England. No Sir, Eng- 
land is not likely to be visited with winking images, 
and bleeding addoloratas. The common sense scrutiny 
of Englishmen, even of English Romanists, would 
soon detect the imposture. 
I hope our Romanist readers ,vil1 remember your 
admission, that" That Psalter is not in use in England 1" 
I thank you for that admission. 1\Iay England's Ro- 
manists take warning in time, and have grace to shud- 
der at the teaching of Italian Romanism. 
I now come to your replies to my statements about 
our Sixth Article. Our A rticle declares that we ac- 
cept the Canon of Scripture, as historically delivered 
to us by the Universal Church. Instead of disproving 
this statement, you call upon me to prove the Canoni- 
city of each separate book of the Bible. At the close 
of this part of our discussion I am ready to take up 
that challenge, but it is no part of our present contro- 
versy. 
I have now to deal simply with our Sixth Article. 
That article asserts historical testimony to be the 
ground of our reception of the Canon of Scripture. 
The Church of Rome received the Canon upon the 
same testimony. tVe are therefore agreed about the 
Canonicity of Scripture. If you choose to call in 
question the credibility of historical testimony, I am, 
as I say, ready to enter upon the question as soon as 
this branch of the controversy shall have been closed. 
But you argue, if the Canon of Scripture be simply 
a }listorical que
tion, it is not an Article of the Chris- 
tian Faith, and consequently anyone may, "without a 
shadow of evidence, and from a mere crotchet, reject 
the whole Canon, and yet not offend against Divine 
Faith. " 
You add, "Divine Faith is a belief in a revelation 
of God," and you refer to Protestant Germany as re- 
j
cting the Canonicity of certain books of the I\ew 
Testament. Is it possible that any of our readers will 
mistake this for serious argument? 
Divine Faith is not belief in a written revelation, 
bu t belief in God. 
I beg to place in parallel columns two definitions of 
Divine Faith given by you :- 
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II Divine Faith is a finn, undoubt- .. Divine Faith is belief in a. reve- 
ing acceptance of tile truth duly latíon of God." 
propo
d." 


Now, sir, giving you credit for consistency, I shall 
suppose that these two definitions agree. You give 
the latter one to prove that ,ve are bound to receive 
every book of the Bible as inspired, under the penalty 
of denying Divine Faith. Your whole argument, then, 
is this :-Divine Faith is belief in a revelation of God. 
The Epistles of St. Paul to Timothy, and of St. 
J ames, are revelations of God. Therefore, to deny the 
Canonicity of those Epistles is to deny Divine Faith. 
But some Lutheran divines in Protestant Germany 
have denied the Canonicity of those books. There- 
fore Protestant Germany has denied Divine Faith. 
Allow me to ren1Ïnd you of a historical fact, which 
'would make this argument very inconvenient to a Ra- 
n1an Catholic Bishop. 
Acting upon the celebrated principle of "ec01wmy," 
the Church of Ron1e, in her arguments with early 
schismatics, denied the Divine authority of the Epistle 
to the Hebrews. The modern Church of Rome acknow- 
ledges that Epistle to be a Divine revelation. 
I beg leave, therefore, to take up your syllogism, 
substituting Rome for "Protestant Gernlany," and 
will be glad to know how you like your own argument. 
Bishop Brown says :- 
" Divine Faith is belief in a revelation of God." 
Bishop Brown admits that- 
" The Epistle to the Hebrews is a revelation of God." 
Bishop Brown also admits that- 
" The early Church of Ron1e denied th
t epistle to 
be from God, at a time when its testimony seemed to 
be against her more indulgent views of Christian dis- 
cipline." 
Therefore the Church of Rome denied Divine Faith. 
But perhaps you ,yill say she did not deny it, she 
only doubted it; and you will remind me of your first 
definition, that "Divine faith is a firm undoubting 
acceptance of the truth duly proposed." You w'ill 
probably add that the Epistle to the Hebrews was not 
duly accredited, in that period of the Church of Rome's 
History. 
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These arguments leave you in as great a dilenlma. 
The Church of Rome did deny the inspiration of that 
epistle, as I shall prove by the following 
yllogism :- 
That which is not of Divine authority, is not a 
Divine revelation. 
Schismatics appealed to the Epistle to the IIebrews, 
as of Divine authority. 
The Church of Rome refused the appeal, and would 
not allow an argument drawn frOIn the Epistle to the 
Hebrews to be of Divine authority. 
Therefore the Church of Rome denied the Divine 
authority of the Epistle to the Hebrews. 
Consequently, upon Bishop Brown's argument, the 
early Church of Rome denied Divine faith. 
Farther- 
If the Epistle to the Hebrews be a revelation from 
God, an infallible Church ought not to be ignorant of 
the same. 
But the Epistle to the Hebrews is now admitted by 
the Church of Rome to be a revelation fronl God. Yet 
for t\vo hundred and fifty years she refused to submit 
to its authority I 
Therefore the Church of Rome erred in a matter of 
Divine revelation. 
So much, sir, for your endeavour to fasten charges 
upon other Churches. There is an important Divine 
'warning in the Epi3tle to the Romans :-" 'Vherein 
thou judgest another, thou condemnest thyself; for 
thou that judgest (loest the saIne thing." 
Our reaùers will judge of your fairness in stating 
Church of England doctrines, if I place, in parallel 
columns, our own declaration of our religious belief, and 
Jours :- 


"The Church of England says for 
herself- 
. .. Holy Scripture containeth all 
things necessary to salvation: so that 
whatsoever is not read therein, nor 
may be proved thereby, is not to be 
req uired of any man that it should 
be believed as an article of the faith, 
or be thought requisite or necessary 
to salvation. 
" In the name of the H01y Scrip.. 
ture we do understand those canoni- 
fcal books of the Old and New Tes.. 
tament, of whose authority was 
never any doubt in the Church." 


Bishop Brown says for her- 
" Anyone is at liberty, without a 
shadow of evidence, and from a mere 
crotchet, to reject the whole Canon." 
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'Vhat will our readers say to your representations of 
our priuciples? But you will say, you are only draw- 
ing the fair inference from our principles. Let us see 
whether it is inferrible from them? 
Our Article says, 'Ve receive as Canonical those 
books of the Old and New Testament of whose autho- 
rity was never any doubt in the Church. 
Therefore, you argue, we believe that we are at 
liberty to reject one or all of them upon a mere crotch- 
et I But I have not yet done with your argument. 
I say" the Canon of ScriptUIe is simply a historical 
question." From this you argue: "Therefore it is not 
an .A..rticle of your Christian Faith." 
So, then, Christian Faith cannot rest upon historical 
testinlony! In other words, we have a succession of 
writers throughout the whole of eighteen centuries re- 
ferring to the Bible as a revelation fronl God. That 
succession of writers reaches up to those who listened 
to otU Blessed Saviour's teaching; yet you argue that 
such historical testimony is not sufficient to enable us 
to believe what books were received by our Lord and 
the twelve Apostles as Canonical. 
Is there anyone who will for a moment admit such 
reasoning? I shall now return to your two definitions 
of Faith. 
You first declared it to be belief of the truth; and 
in following out that definition, you declared the truth 
to be the dogmas of religion. 
Your second definition was made to prove, that Sav- 
ing Faith includes a belief in the Divine authority of 
every book of the Bible. 
You thus confound the saving dogmas 
f Christian 
Tru th, with believing in the Canonicity of every book 
in the Bible. 
Your PRIVATE JCOO:MENT about Saving Faith, differs 
very much from the decision of the Catholic Church, 
upon the same subject. 
Yon cannot deny the Athanasian Creed to be the ex- 
position, by the Catholic Church, of what are the docr- 
Inas of Saving Faith. That Creed says: "This is the 
Catholic faith." It is the Church's statement of what 
is necessary to sal vaticn. 
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Its enumeration of saving dogmas are: The Trinity, 
the Incarnation, the Atonement, the Resurrection, the 
Final J udgnlent. 
'Ve read not one word of belief in the Canonicity 
of Scripture, being part of Saving Faith. 
I offer you a ,vide range of Ecclesiastical history, and 
give you this challenge: 
Prove that the Catl1(Jlic Church, for one thousand 
years, ever nlade a belief in the Canonici ty of every 
book of the Bible
 an essential part of Saving Faith. 
Until,you can do this, you cannot free yourself from 
the charge of intIoducing a ne\v article of Saving 
Faith. 
I beg to remind you, that St. Paul declares Saving 
Faith 1;Q be the heart's trust in God, as having given 
His blessed Son to die for our sins, and to rise again 
for our justification. 
The next paragraph in your letter contains a singular 
fallacy. You say: "Human testimony, it is true, 
handed down the Htct of the Canonicity of each book; 
but as a revealed truth, not as 'siInply a historical 
question.' " 
You here' confound Canonicity ,vith Inspiration. 
The Canonicity of the books of the Bible rests upon 
tIle knowledge of their being inspired. 
Now, ,ve can give historical testimony, up to the 
times of the Apostles, that our canonical books were 
received as Canonical by the Church, in the Apostles' 
days. But during the lifetime of the Apostles, the 
Church could not be mistaken respecting the Canon of 
Scripture. 
Therefore, we have indubitable testimOJ
y to the 
Divine authority of ScIipture. 
Again, you say of the principle upon which the 
Church of Rome receives the Canon: "'Y e receive our 
Canon from the unwritten ,V ord of God, secured to us 
by the Church." 'V}lere was that unwritten ,V ord, 
,v})en the Roman Church rejected the Epistle to the 
Hebrews? 'Vhere was it, when St. Jerome declared 
the Apocryphal Books not to be in the Canon? 
Your next paragraph makes a serious misquotation., 
directly falsifying D1Y \yords. .l\Iy stateluent was: "I 
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believe no other authority [than the Church] is com'" 
petent to decide the Canon of Scripture. Certain 
parts of Scripture evidence, to the most illiterate, their 
Divine original. But, as a whole, no reasonable in- 
quirer can ASSERT, that every individual is qualified to 
decide for hinlself the Divine original of every part of 
Scripture. " 'ViII it be believed that you represent 
me as saying, "No reasoHable inquirer can DOUBT,"- &c.? 
To say the least of it, this misquotation was culpable 
carelessness. 
In the conclusion of the same paragraph, you seem 
to think it a grave charge against me that I assert, 
"our divinely appointed security against error" is the 
in-dwelling in each individual of the Holy Spirit of God. 
Be it so, sir; I am not ashanled of the assertion. 
God's blessed Spirit, dwelling in the soul, enlightening 
the mind, and sanctifying the heart, is our only 8eC
t'ì-it!l 
against error. 
}\Iost gladly do I assert it again and again, and cling 
to it as Iny certain security from error. It was to the 
laity, as their security against false teachers, that St. 
John said: "Ye have an unction from the Holy One, 
and ye know all things." I am well aware that our 
Roman Catholic readers will laugh at thi3 faith as 
folly. It is, nevertheless, true. It is God's ,V ord; 
and, in their rejection of it, they are exemplifying the 
truth of St. Paul's words: "The natural man receiveth 
not the things of the Spirit of God: for they are fool- 
ishness unto him: neither can he know theIn, because 
they are spiritually discerned." (1 Cor. ii. 14.) 
You are welcOlne, then, to ridicule such fa.ith as 
folly. The Heaven-taught soul knows what it is to 
abide under that Divine Teacher. Other teachers have 
their place and their value; but the only infallible 
teacher is the Blessed Spirit of God, of whom Christ 
has said: "How much more will your Heavenly Fa- 
ther give the Holy Spirit to them that ask him." 
(Luke xi. 13.) 
In the next paragraph you speak of the inconsistency 
of our Article, in declaring that there was never any 
doubt, in the Church, of those books which we hold 


· Sic, in ::Ur. Baylee's )18. sent by him to Bishop Brown. 
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as Canonical. In the eighth subsequent paragraph you 
think it an answer to the declaration of our Article, 
that particular Churches doubted some books. 
I shall make my argument plain, by giving it a syl- 
logistic form: 
TILe Church means the Universal Church. 
An act of a particular Church is not the act of the 
Church Universal. 
Therefore, a doubt by a particul
r Church is not a 
doubt in the Church: that is, a doubt in the Church 
Universal. 
The statement, therefore, remains irrefragable, that 
THE CHURCH never doubted the Canonicity of those 
books. 
That the Roman Church did so, is little to her hon- 
our. In modern days, she has retracted her ancient 
error. 
You charge me ,vith falsifying history, for having 
asserted that the Councils of Carthage and Hippo were 
only meetings of a few bishops of a particular district. 
I fearlessly repeat the assertion: they were nothing 
more. "The code of African Canons," of which you 
speak, betrays their partial authority by their very 
title. 
If African Canons be equivalent to Catholic decrees, 
what beconles of the rest of the Church? 
In answer to my charge, that "you did not inform 
your readers that your own Church ascribes an infal- 
lible authority to a particular Council," you say: " I 
l1ad remarked that, WITHOUT A FORMAL DECREE, the be- 
lief in that Canon became general throughout the dis- 
persed Church." And, sir, do you really expect that, 
in solemn controversy, the world is to believe in your 
unsupported assertions? 
You tax me with suppressing your proofs. You 
OFFERED NO PROOFS. You HAVE NONE TO OFFER. Your 
observations on this question are in pp. 103. 186. of the 
former part of this Controversy; and the reader can 
satisfy himself that there is not one word of proof 
offered there, to show that those Canons were gradually 
Ieceived, in the whole Church. Your only assertion 
there, is that they were received into the African 
Church! 
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I challenge you to the proof; and I am not afraid of 
the test. You cannot prove, the universal reception of 
those Canons of a few African Bishops. They never 
were received by the Church Universal. 
You admit the truth of my statement, that those 
Canons did not decide the Apocrypha to be inspired, 
but that they referred the question to Boniface and the 
Italian Bishops. Now, as Boniface nlade no answer to 
that appeal, my assertion is proved, that the limited 
assembly of African Bishops did not decide the inspira- 
tion of the Apocrypha. 
Instead of meeting this argunlent, you speak of the 
appeal proving the supremacy of the Holy See! So, 
then, to refer to Boniface and the Italian Bishops for 
their opinion on a theological questIon, is admitting the 
suprenwcy of one Bishop! 
Ah, Sir, you must seek for better proof than this. 
Farther, you declare, that the unwritten 'V ord of 
God, secured to you by the Church, handed down to 
you tÌ.1e Canon of Scripture. 
The Council of Trent declares that the Catholic 
Canon of Scripture, has been preserved in a continual 
succession in the Catholic Church. Session IV. IIo,v 
can you reconcile this with the extensive doubts of 
which you speak? 
But you endeavour to prove that our Thirty-fifth 
Article contradicts our Sixth, inasmuch as the Book of 
Homilies, to which that Article refers, quotes certain 
passages of the .L\pocrypha as the language of the Holy 
Ghost. 
In reply, 1 had asserted that such expressions are 
used in a popnlar sense, and are so employed in the 
Ancient Fathers. I referred to the early Father, quot- 
ing the Siby lline Oracles as inspired. 1Vhy did you 
omit any reference to that argument? 
1\ly argument was this: True sayings were frequeut- 
]y quoted as inspired sayings by those who did not 
believe in the inspiration of the book which contained 
the sayings. For example:-Certain predictions in the 
Si?ylline Oracles are quoted by early Fathers as in- 
spired; yet those Fathers did not believe in the inspi- 
ration of the Iteathen Sybilline Oracles. Therefore, a 
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reference to true sayings in the Apocrypha, as being 
inspired truth, is not asserting the Divin
 authority of 
the book. 
To this you make no answer.. 
I also stated, that our declaration that the Book of 
Homilies contains a godly and wholesome doctrine, 
does not assert the dogmatic authority of every state- 
ment in that book. 
To this also you make no answer. 
Suppose Bishop Brown were called upon to dec1are 
whether a volunle of sernlons, by one of his clergy, con- 
tained godly and wholesOlne doctrine, would the Bishop, 
in asserting that it did, hold himself responsible for 
every sentence in that volume? 'Yould not Bishop 
Brown assert that the writings of St. Augustine con- 
tain godly and wholesome doctIine; and yet, does he 
agree ,vith St. Augustine, in doubting whether there 
be such a place as purgatory? 
Having wandered so long from the main question, 
you at length consider the point, whether our article 
is right, in stating that: "Holy Scripture contnineth 
all things necessary to salvation." You assert the op- 
posite. I Ineet your assertion thus:-. 
The Athanasian Creed declares the whole Faith that 
is essential to salvation. 
The Council of Trent asserts, that Holy Scripture 
contains all the dogmas of the Athanasian Creed. 
Therefore the Church of nome bears witness against 
herself, that .Holy Scripture contains all things neces- 
sary to salvation. 
Throughout this controversy, I have pressed that 
argument in variou5 forms, and you have not yet ven- 
tured upon an answer. In your first letter you assert- 
ed that I could not prove from Scripture various doc- 
trines which you enumerate. 
I replied, that the Council of Trent proved those 
very doctrines from Holy Scripture. 
You have found it convenient to pas
 over that ar- 
gument. 
Do you \vish your Roman Catholic readers to take 
the assertion of Bishop Brown, in opposition to the 
reasonings of the Council of Trent? 
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Instead of defending your opposition to the Council 
of Trent, you resort to the usual practice of Ronlan 
Catholic teachers, that of lowering the value of Scrip- 
ture. You assert that "no comnland is even insin- 
uated to the ...4..postles, that they should comn1Ìt to 

criting all the truths that they were to preach to every 
creature." 
I t is one of the difficulties of Romish and Socinian 
controversy, that our opponents are continually shift- 
ing their ground. The assertion of the Sixth Article 
of the Church of England is, that "all things nece.r;sary 
to salvation are contained in floly Scripture." 'Yhat 
llas this to do with the question, whether the Apostles 
,vere commanded to commit to writing an that they 
were commanded to preach? They have committed to 
'\
riting various directions about the circumstantials of 
religion-for example, prayer with the head covered 
or uncovered. 
'V ould anyone say that it is essential to salvation 
to pray with the head uncovered? 
In the sanle way they must, in preaching, have 
spoken of many things relating to the same circum- 
stantials. Is the omission of these, any proof that Holy 
Scripturea does not contain all things essential to sal- · 
vation? 
It is, therefore, quite irrelevant to the subject In 
debate, to say that the Apostles did not comn1Ït to 
'\
ri ting all that they preached. 
The Scriptures assert, that what is contained in 
those sacred '\\Titings is sufficient for our salvation. 
" And many other signs truly did Jesus in the pre- 
sence of his disciples, which are not written in this 
l)ook. But these are written, that ye might believe 
tha t Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God; and that 
believing ye might have life through his name." John 
xx. 30, 3l. 
Yes, sir; all the sophistry of Rome cannot deprive 
the believer of this blessed truth. You and your 
brethren may ridicule belief in a being as, in your 
eyes, an absurdity. The Heaven-taught soul will 
cling to the precious truth that) "He that believeth on 
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the Son [not about the Son-that is faith in a dogma, 
but on, the Son-that is faith in a being] hath ever- 
lasting life." (John iii. 36.) He will, consequently, 
believe, that the book which testifies to that Son of 
God, contains all things necessary to salvation. 
. Your next objection is equally irrelevant. You ten 
us that the Ne,v Testanlent was written "as FORTUITOLS 
occurrences occasioned," and "not for several years 
after the first preaching of the Gospel." 'Vhat has 
this to do with the question of the value of the con- 
tents of the BiLle? 
The N e\v Testament was not fuHy written until 
A.D. 96: 
Therefore, it does not contain all things necessary 
for salvation. 
The Creed of Pope Pius IV. ,vas not written until 
A.D. 1564: 
Therefore, it does not contain all things necessary 
to salvation! 
And, let me ask you, ,vhat do you mean by "for- 
tui tous ! '7 
Is it heathen fate, or blind chance, or providential 
arrangement? 
You, surely, do not believe in heathen fatalism. If 
you lllean blind chance, you inyolve yourself in the 
hlasphemous assertion, that the book which all Chris- 
tia,ns believe to be the inspired word of God, originated 
frOll1 blind chance. 
If you mean providential arrangement, then there is 
no weight in the aq;ument; for on that ground it 
,vould follo,v, that God provided the occurrence of such 
circumstanc(
s, in the eady history of the Church, as 
occasioned the committal to writing of all that was 
essential, for his people's salvation and welfare. 
This is consonant with what our Lord teaches: 
"Are not two sparrows sold for a farthing! and one 
of them shall not fall on the ground without your 
Father. But the very hairs of your head are allnum- 
bered." (J\latt. x. 29, 30.) 
The true Christian believes, therefore, in no for. 
tuitous occurrences; he feels it to be a blessed privi- 
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lege to see God's hand everywhere, and in everything. 
In that faith he regards tbe circumstances, which called 
forth the writing of the books of the New Testament, 
as pre-arranged of God, in order to provide for the 
saving instruction of his people. 
Your next effort is against the testimony of 2nd 
Tim. iii., 16, 17. You say: "I can conceive scarcely 
any conclusion to be less ,varranted than the deduc- 
tion, from this text, that all revealed doctrines ale 
exclusively in Scripture." The deduction is entirely 
your own. Neither I nor any Protestant controver- 
sialist, that I know of, ever said any such thing. 
It is one thing to say that the doctrines revealed in 
Scripture are sufficient for salvation; it is another to 
assert that all revealed doctrines are exclusively in 
Scripture. 
We believe that "the Heavens declare the glory of 
God. " 
They therefore reveal a very important doctrine- 
God's glory. 
"\Ve believe that "His eternal power AKD GODHEAD 
are understood by the things that are made." (Rom. 
i. 20.) '\Ye, therefore, believe in a natural revelation. 
You must have known this when you asserted, and 
marked the assertion in italics, that our Sixth Article 
teaches that "all revealed doctrines are eæclusi'Cely in 
Scripture I" 
But you offer an explanation of the text. You say, 
"The text declares no such thing; but ?tIERELY that 
all ScriptuIe is inspired of God, ,vhich is our Catholic 
belief, and that all Scripture, every part is pIofitable 
for certain spiritual effects, tending to man's perfec- 
tion. " 
Permit me, sir, to place in parallel columns the 
words of the Holy Ghost and your assertions. It will 
need no comment of mine to show their disagreement:- 


The Holy Ghost says:- Bishop Brown says:- 


U The Holy Scriptures are able to " The Holy Scriptures do not con- 
make wise unto salvation." tain all tlúngs necessary for Salva- 
tion. .. 
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The IIoly Ghost says 
that- 


Bishop Brown says:- 


U All Scripture is given by inspi- 
ration of God.... that the man of 
God may be perfect, thoroughly fur- 
nished unto all good works." 
. 


CC All Scripture is profitable for 
certain spiritual effects tending to 
man's perfection." 


Is it to explain, or to explain away a passage, to en- 
deavour to confound a thorough furnishing unto all 
good works, with "certain spiritual effects tend-ing 
to luan's perfection? What you lower to 
'certain spi- 
ritual effects," St. Paul declares to be- 
Doctrines: that is, dogmatic teaching; 
Reproof: that is, rebuke of evil; . 
Correction: that is, setting right from error; 
Instruction in righteousness: that is, teaching how 
to live in all holy morals, all good ,\ orks. Therefore, 
no one .good thing is omitted. And you ,vouid fain 
have your readers to believe this to be merely certain 
spiritual effects! 
.Â h, sir, that sentence will be no comfort to you on 
a dying pillow. 
Your next admission is a very important one. It is 
this: "The principles of all revealed conclusions "
e 
profess to be contained in the Scriptures." 
No,v, sir, ,viII you inform our readers what part of 
Scripture gives to the Church the power of appointing 
new objects of religious worship? 
The Church of Rome gives Divine ,vorship to the 
Host. 
You kno,v that the primitive Church did not do so. 
You kno,v that the Apostles did not do so. 
Can you show from Scripture that the Church has 
power to appoint a new object of Divine worship? 
It is an awful question, sir. 
It involves Rome in the fearful guilt of idolatry. 
Can you show from Scripture that the Church had 
power to invent the fable that the Blessed .Virgin is 
adored by all Cherubim and Seraphim crying to her 
"Holy, holy, holy?" 
Can you show from Scripture that the Church had 
power to make dead Inen objects of prayer? 
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Can you show from Scripture that the Church has 
power to decree the damnation of those \Tho refuse to 
worship wooden images? 
Yet all these fables are declared in the Creed of Pope 
Pius. 
In the exercise of your private judgment, you say 
that "that the man of God" nlCans Tinlothy, but that 
it "by no means follows that it sufficeth to nlake per- 
fect every private individual." 
You are solemnly sworn to interpret Scripture ac- 
cording to the unanimous consent of the Fathers. 
I should like to see the passage from any ancient 
Father which will support you in that truly novel in- 
terpretation. 
Unfortunately for your argument you forgot to look 
at the 15th verse: "FRO
I A CHILD thou hast known 
the I-Ioly Scriptures, which are able to make thee wise 
unto salvation." 
Let me remind you, sir, of the ,vords of St. Basil:- 
" It is a manifest falling from faith, either to reject 
any of those points that are written, or to bring in any 
of those things that are not written." llept 'IT'U17EWÇ, t. 2. 
If St. Basil be right, the Church of Rome has fallen 
from the faith. 
Hear again St. Gregory. "In that only the truth 
must be acknowledged wherein the seal of the Scrip- 
ture testimony is to be seen. " De An. et Ref. t. ii. 
p. 639. 
And also Pope Gregory the Great: "All things 
which edify and instruct are contained in the Scrip- 
tures. From thence the teachers nlust presently teach 
whatsoever i3 needful." In Ez. Horn. 21. c. 8. de Cura. 
Pa
tor. L. ii. c. 11. 
To the same purpose hear the great St. Athanasius:- 
" For the holy and inspired Scriptures are sufficient of 
thenlselves for the declaration of the truth." Orate I. 
Contr. Gen. t. 1. 
Such are only a few passages from the holiest and 
most eminent Catholic Fathers, testifying to the ful- 
ness and sufficiency of Holy Scripture. The Roman 
Church, by the Creed of Pope Pius, has apostatized 
from Catholic antiquity in denying the sufficiency of 
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God's "'... ord, and denouncing damnation against those 
".ho dare to believe that Holy Word to be able to make 
men wise unto salvation. 
Ah, sir, the }lour is coming when the heavy judg- 
ments of God will level Ronle to the ground, and make 
the smoke of her torment to ascend up for ever and 
for ever, for such daring blasphemy. 
Your interpretation of the oath by which you are 
solemnly bound, next comes under co:psideration. You 
say: "The words are simply declarative that in in- 
terpreting the Scripture, I will not depart from the 
sense assigned to it by the Holy Fathers, where their 
unanimous interpI etation has been given." If that be 
the true meaning of the words, let me ask you of what 
use is the oath. I charge a Roman Catholic Bishop with 
perjury in interpreting Scripture, contrary to the sense 
given to it by the Holy Fathers. lYhat is his reply? 
"I am only bound to it ,"-hen they are unanimous." 
I ask him, are they ever unanimous? If he tell truth, 
what can he say in the nIost important cases? Let me 
take an awfully important example. A Catholic Chris- 
tian appeals to Holy Scripture, to prove that the Lord 
Jesus ought to be worshipped with Divine honour. A 
Socinian denies the appeal, and declares that "the 
Captain of the Lord's host," ,vho appeared to Joshua, 
w'as only an angel. The Catholic appeals to primitive 
antiquity. The Socinian caBs in the aid of a Romish 
Bishop, and asks him whether that being was the Lord 
Jesus or only an :lnrel? The Romish Bishop takes up 
the note in his Douay Bible and gives his verdict in 
favour of the Socinian, and again3t the Catholic I 
Yes, sir, this is an awful fact. 
You yourself are guilty of it. 
In the Douay Bible, Josh. Y. 14, 15, is referred to in 
proof, that angels have been honoured by the servants 
of God. 
Now, hear Catholic antiquity. 
First, let us hear Eusebius on Christ's appearance to 
J o shun- 
"And it is not lawful to imagine that the recorded 
DIVINE appearances were those of inferior angels and 
ministers of God; for, whenever any of these appeared 
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to men, the Scripture does not conceal their denomina- 
tion, not calling them God, nor yet Lord, but angels, 
as can easily be proved by innunlerable testimonies. " 
" Joshua also, the successor of 
loses, called him the 
Captain of the Host of the Lord, as being the leader of 
the heavenly angels and archangels, and of the super- 
mundane powers, and as being the power and wisdom 
of the Father, and entrusted with the :I\lediatorial 
Kingdom and rule over all things. In no other [cha- 
racter] did he see him in the form and appearance of a 
man; for it is written-And it came to pass as Joshua. 
was at Jericho and looking up, he saw a man standing 
before him, and a drawn sword in his hand, and Joshua 
approaching, said: 'Art thou on our side, or on our 
enemies' side? And he said to him, I have no,v 
come, the Captain of the Host of the Lord. And 
Joshua fell upon his face to the ground, and said to 
him: 'Vhat does my SoveJ'eign command to his ser- 
vant? And the Lord's Cnptain said to Joshua: 
Loose thy shoe from off thy feet, for the place 
whereon thou standest is a holy place.' 
" By this you may understand from those same words 
that he was no other than that Being who had talked 
\vith l\loses; for in the same words the Scripture 
speaks also about him.-' And when the Lord saw that 
he drew near to behold, the Lord called to him out of 
the bush, saying: 
Ioses, :I\loses: and he said, 
'Vhat is it? And He said: Come not near here. 
Loose thy shoe from off thy feet, for the place whereon 
thou standest is holy ground. And he said to him, I 
am the God of thy fathers, the God of Abraham, the 
God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob.' " 
Thus speaks the great historian of the Primitive 
Church. Let us now hear the language of St. Hilary, 
the great defender of the doctrine of the ever. blessed 
Trinity. He thus speaks of the appearance of the Lord 
Jesus Christ to Joshua: 
"Run through the times, and understand in what 
manner He (the Lord Jesus) appeared to Joshua, whose 
nanle was a prophecy of him, or to Isaiah d
laring his 
vision with its evangelical testimony, or to Ezekiel, who 
was elevated to So consciousness of the resurrection, or 
21 
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to Daniel confessing the Son of 
Ian in the eternal 
kingdOlll of the ages." (De Trinitate, 1. xii. c. 47.) 
'Vhat are our readers to think of your SOCIKIAN 
interpretation of Scripture in the face of such testinlony 
fronl the Catholic Fathers? 'Vhat will they think of 
three other SOCIXIAN interpretations of Scripture, given 
in the Douay Bible, as the authorized interpretation of 
the Ron1Ïsh Hierarchy in Ireland, and circulated with 
npproval in England? The passages are Gen. xlviii. 15, 
16; Hosea xii. 4, 5; Rev. i. 4. 
Yes, Sir, it is an awful fact, that the ROlnish Hier- 
archy, in England and Ireland, circulate interpretations 
of Scripture, which degrade the Lord Jesus to the rank 
of a created angel; interpretations, too, in direct oppo- 
sition to those of the Catholic Fathers. 
Our readers will now kno,v how to estimate your 
assertion, that "our confidence in divinely-appointed 
authority secures to us, Rll1idst the conflicting interpre- 
tations of those who separate fr0111 us, the true nleal1ing 
of revelation." 


Bishop Brown says :- 
.. The appcuance to Joshua was 
only a created angel." 


St. Hilary says :- 
.. The appearance to Joshua was 
the Lord Jesus Christ." 
Eusebius says :- 
Ie The appearance to Joshua 'Was 
God, who appeared to :\Ioses." 
'Yill you infornl our readers upon what grounds they 
are to receive Bishop Brown's private interpretation, 
and so to degrade their Saviour to a created angel? 
The next paragrftph in yonr letter, refers to the 
opinions of Doddridge, Haldane, Benson, Grier, and 
others upon inspiration. This i8 luere dust thrown 
in the reader's eyes. 'Ye are discussing the Sixth 
Article of the Church of England, and our readers are 
surely intelligent enough to know, that the defence of 
an Article of the Church, has nothing to do with the 
teaching of Dissenters, or of private individuals. 
IIaving convicted you ot' adopting 
ocinian, in oppo- 
sition to Catholic, interpretations of Scripture, I next 
find you taking up the line of attack against the Bible, 
,vhich Tom Paine made use of against Christianity. 
His celebrated but long exploded argument was:- 
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" The Deity of Christ J'ests upon the In1n1acldate Con- 
ception-The eviùence for the Inuuaculate Conception 
rests upon a dream-Therefore, the whole Christian 
religion rests upon a dremn." 
Your argun1ent is-" The Church of England rests 
the evidence for the Canon of Scripture upon historic 
testimony. Therefore her faith in Christianity rests 
upon historic testimony. U 
So then, if a postman bring TI1e a letter from a friend, 
:my f:Úth in the contents of the letter depends upon the 
.postlnan ! 
Ah, Sir, you must find better arguments than these. 
You must go to better writings than Tom Paine's to 
find logical arglunents. 
Pennit me now to apply your own argun1ent to 
your claim to A.postolic authority. You say, that if 
the evidence for the Canon of Scripture depends upon 
historic testimony, our Faith rests upon historic testi- 
mony. 
"\Vell, then, the evidence for a succession of Popes 
rests upon historic testin10ny. Consequently, the evi- 
dence that the present Pope has the Apostolic succes- 
sion, rests upon historic testil1l0ny. Therefc)re, Inen
s 
faith in the claims of the Church of RODle rests upon 
historic testimony. 
You call upon w lue to say whether the reception of the 
Canon of Scripture is an act of Divine Faith or not. I 
have no hesitation in answering, decidedly, it is not. 
Divine Faith is a confidence in God, wrought in the 
heart and mind by the holy Ghost. A person may 
receiye the Canon of Scripture, without having that 
confidence in God, con
equently, he nlay be without 
Di vine Faith. Therefore it is not D.i.
-ine Faith, to 
receive the Canon of Scripture. 
Our Blessed Saviour tcaches us this. He says:- 
" Search the Scriptures, for in them ye think ye haye 
eternal life, and they are they which testify of me. 
And ye will not come to me that ye might haye life."- 
(John v. 39, 40.) 
N ow, Sir if it be an act of Divine Faith to recei,6 
the Canon of Scripture, the Jews had Divine Faith, for 
they receir
d th2 Canon of bcripture. But at the very 
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sanle moment they refused to believe in Jesus Christ; 
,vherefore it would follow, that a person might haye 
Divine Faith, ,vJ:ile refusing to believe in the Lord 
Jesus. 
No, sir; I must repeat it again and again, that 
Divine Faith is the heart confiding in God's love to us 
in Christ. It is faith in a living Being, not faith in a 
book. He makes an act of Divine and saving faith, 
who reposes his ,vhole being, for time and eternity, 
upon the love of God to him in Christ. The Holy 
Scriptures direct all men to do this; but they nowhere 
tell us, that Divine Faith is the reception of the Canon 
of Scripture. 
But, sir, the Faith of Romanists rests eminently 
upon human, and much of it very doubtful, testimony. 
Upon what testimony does he believe in the infallibility 
of his Church? If you say the Church claims infalli- 
bility, I reply, this is human testimony. If you say, 
her clainl is attested by Iniracles, I reply, the belief in 
the miracle rests upon human testimony. Englishnlen 
are told, that an inlage in Italy winks at an adoring 
spectator. Their belief in that, more than apocryphal 
story, rests upon hunlan testirnony. If you tell me of 
ten thousand alleged miracles, they are all merely 
historical testimony to those who have not seen thenl. 
It is an undeniable fact, that Uomanists are praying 
to dead Pagans, ,vhose remains were discovered in the 
cataconlbs at Rome. Conjecture was, in that case, sub- 
stituted for historical testimony; conjecture involving 
the awful consequence of praying to dead heathens. 
I shall be very glad to see "That testimony you can 
allege for the ROlnish claim to the succession frOlll St. 
Peter. If it rest solely on historical testimony, I retort 
your own question, and ask you, is it a doctrine ot 
Divine Faith? 
You reiterate your demand upon me to prove the in- 
spiration of particular books in the Bible. It is yery 
easily done. If the whole be inspired, all the parts are 
inspired. But the ,vhole is inspired. Therefore all the 
parts are inspired. 
Happily the proof of the Canon of Scripture requires 
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neither learning nor ability. That which is of so great 
importance to all, God has mercifully placed within the 
reach of all. 
Let IDe suppose some illiterate but honest inquirer to 
be desirous of knowing, what are the Christian 
crip- 
tures? I shall suppose him to be accompanied by a 
Roman Catholic Priest, anxious to perplex a simple 
question, with the fearful purpose of lowering the tes- 
timony of God's \V ord, in order to aggrandise the 
authority of the priesthood. 
That sincere inquirer accompanies me, and such a 
Priest, to the house of a Jew. "'... e ask him to look at 
the Old Testament, and to tell us whether it is the 
"... ord of God. The Jew declares at once that it is. 
lIe freely purchases the Protestant editions of the 
Hebrew Bible, and acknowledges the general excellence 
of the Church of England translation. 'Ve then sho,v 
him the Apocrypha, and ask him, did his nation ever 
acknowledge these to be inspired books? He at once 
answers never. He turns to the story of Susannah, 
and he points out the incredible tale of Chaldeans 
jesting in Greek; he compares the first and second 
books of l\Iaccabees, and points out historical contra- 
dictions. The inquirer goes away satisfied. He very 
naturally reasons thus:-the Jews have been antago- 
nists to the Christians ever since the time of Christ, 
th
y therefore would not unite with Christians in cor- 
rupting the Hebrew Bible, or in taking away a nunl- 
ber of sacred books.-He would say to the Romish 
Priest, the strongest favouIable evidence is the testi- 
Dlony of eneIDies. I an1 therefore convinced that the 
old Catholic Canon of the Old Testament, as held by 
the Church of England, is the right on
, and not the 
modern Canon of the Church of Rome., which is thus 
contradicted by an antiquity that reaches further back 
than the birth of Christ. 
The Priest might say what he pleased about his- 
tory, and tradition, and Romish authority, (falsely de- 
signated Catholic,) such an inquirer would feel where 
truth was. 
The Protestant would then request the inquirer to 
accompany him to a few other places. He would ask a 
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Ruman Catholic Bishop: Is the Protestant edition of 
the Greek Testament an honest one? The Bishop 
would be compelled to answer, It is. lIe would then 
ask whether the Church of England translation were a 
good one. The Bishop w'ould reply, K 0; and would 
refE'r to the Douay version as nlore correct. IIere the 
Protestant would ask the Bishop, whether the succes- 
sive editions of the Douay Bible have not adopted Pro- 
testant renderings, gradually con1Íng nearer to the 
Church of .England version? If the Bishop would 
speak the truth, he would acknowledge that it did. 
The inquirer would retire, satifo:fied that the Church of 
England Canon of the Dible had the only best possible 
evidence-that of enen1Ïe8. The Protestant would then 
take the inquirer to the nlinisters of various sects. 
They would all with one voice acknowledge the truth- 
fulness of the English translations, and the Canonicity 
of the books of the Bible.-If he had the opportunity 
of asking a Priest of any Oriental Church the same 
question, he ,,"ould have the sanle answer flOIn all. 
Lastly, the Protestant would conlplete the evidence, by 
demanding of a Socinian minister: Can you deny the 
åuthorised version of the Scriptures to be an honest 
one? If he should speak the truth;. he would acknow- 
ledge that the Socinian body were so ashamed of the 
Unitarian translations of the Bible, that they now 
universally acknowledge the ul1lneasurably superior 
excellence of ours. The inquirer would rest fully 
satisfied. I-Ie would say to hinlself, That Old Testa- 
tnent Canon lnust oe Blare ancient than the titne of 
Christ, which is acknowledged by both Jew and Chris- 
tian; that .K ew Testament Canon nlust be nlore ancient 
than the unhappy divisions which prevail in the 
Christian Church, which is acknowledged by all 
Christians; that English translation must be an honest 
one which is the adlnitted standard for all English 
Protestants, and which is iluitateù and so done h0111age 
to even by Romanists. God has not left IIinlself with- 
out witness, nor Ilis ,vord without evidence. All the 
sophistry of ill-directed learning cannot depri ve the un- 
learned, but earnest and honest inquirer, of the full 
assurance that the Bible is indeed the 'V ord of God. 
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l
our answer to my reference to .A.cts xvii. II, 12., 
next claims the attention of our readers. 
You say: "The Bereans are comnlended for f"ceking 
Scripture evidence of the authority claimed by St. 
Paul
 ere they refused submission to it." 
This answer is untrue, both in fact and theory. St. 
Paul did not commence his 1\Iinistry in any place, by 
giving Scripture evidence of his own authority. In- 
deed, he could not, for the simple reason that the 
Scriptures, which speak of the authority of a new 
Apostleship, were not then written. 
'S t. Paul commenced his l\Iinistry by proving, from 
the Scriptures, that Jesus was the Christ. He appealed 
to the Scriptures, to prove that there was present 
pardon, through faith in Jesus Christ. 
Let us trace hinl through the record of his life, and 
the testimony of his writings. 
Inlmediately upon his conyeròÍon 'we read: "But 
Saul increased the more in strength, and confounded 
the Jews which dwelt at Damascus, p
'ovin!l that this is 
very C'lt"J"ist." (Acts ix. 22.) 
In the Synagogue of .Antioch, in Pisidia, he himself 
declared his n1Ïssion to be to preach J esu:;:, not as 
Honlish Priests would tell u
, to assert his own 
authority: "'Y e declare unto you glad tidings, ho,v 
that the pron1Ïse which was nlade unto the Fathers 
God hath fulfilled the same unto us their children, in 
that he hath raised up Jesus again.........Be it known 
unto you, therefore, men and brethren, that through 
this nUln is preached unto you the forgiyeness of sins: 
and by hiu1 all that believe are justified from all things, 
from which ye could not be justified by the law of 
l\loses." (Acts xiii. 32-39.) So with the Bereans: 
" They received THE \Y ORD with all readine
s of mind, 
and searched the Scriptures daily, whether these 
things were so. Therefore ll1any of them believed." 
Believed what? Bishop Brown says: "In the 
authority of bt. PauI1" 
The Bible says: "THE 'V ORD OF GOD was preached 
of Paul at Berea." (Acts xvii. 13.) 
Accordingly, in his Epistles, that great A postle 
writes: "'Yho, then, is Paul, and who is Apollos, but 
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Iinisters by ,vhom ye believed, even as the Lord gave 
to every man. I have planted, Apollos watered, but 
God gave the increase. So, then, neither is he that 
planteth anything, neither he that wateretll, but God 
that giveth the increase." (1 Cor. iii. 5-7.) 
Ho,v Ï111po
ible it is to reconcile with this, the bIas. 
phemous teaching of the Creed of Pope Pius, that except 
\ve believe in the supremacy of 81. Peter, and in the 
Papal succegsion from hiln, we cannot be saved. 
Oh I that ROllle and Ronlish Bishops ,vould repent in 
time of their substitution of human authority for faith, 
jn the person of the Blessed Jesus 1 The swift judg- 
ment of God is impending over them. So far was the 
holy Apostle from setting such a blasphemous example 
as that of going about the world, to prove froln the 
Scriptures his own authority, that even to those who 
had long been converts he writes: "Not for that we 
have dominion over your faith, but are helpers of your 
joy; for by faith ye stand." (2 Cor. i. 24.) 
The argument, therefore, remains untouched- 
namely, that the Bereans are comn1ended for not be- 
lieving the Gospel preached by St. Paul, until they 
proved from the Scriptures that his doctrine agreed 
\vith God's word. 
The consequence is undeniable, that Divine truth 
is not to be received upon Ecclesiastical authority, but 
upon that of the inspired word of God. 
Your answer to the reference to John v. 39, will, I 
hope, greatly astonish even our Roman Cath
lic reader
. 
You say, in John v. 39, our Blessed Saviour neither 
determines anything about what books fonned the 
Canon of the Jewish Scripture (if, indeed, a fixed 
Canon then existed, which appears improbable), neither 
does he bear any testinlony to their having been written 
by inspiration. " 
So, then, Bishop Brown thinks it improbabl
 that a 
fixed Jewish Canon existed in Our Lord's days. If 
so, then Bishop Brown thinks it probable that the 
Jewish Canon of Scripture was fixed after the Jews 
had crucified the Lord, and had become, as our Lord's 
words testify, "the Synagogue of Satan." (Rev. iii. 
.) 
But wh
t was Bishop Brown's opinion when he was 
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writing upon the Infallibi1ityofthe Church? '''ny that 
the Jewish Canon was fixed in Our Lord's days, and 
that St. Jerome appealed to the Jewish Canonl 
In a former pal t of this letter, we have Bishop 
Brown's opinion of Scripture against the written judg- 
ment of the most eminent Catholic Fathers, and in de- 
gradation of the person of the Lord Jesus Christ; now, 
we have Bishop Brown against himself. 'Yhen it "Was 
convenient to say that Jerome referred to the Jewish 
Canon, then there was no doubt about it. 'Yhen our 
Lord's "Words become nlost inconvenient to the same 
Romish Bishop, then it is not probable that the Jews 
had a fixed Canon until afterwards. But, Sir, I shall 
not let this important self-contradiction end here. 
You say that the Jews did not, probably, fix their 
Canon until after they had crucified the Lord. If 80, 
then the Jewish Church could decide upon what 
writings were the inspired 'V ord of God, after she had 
rejected the Son of God 1 
Hear St. Augustine: "The J tW brings the book to 
us whence the Christ.ian draws his faith. They have 
become our librarians in the same manner as servants 
carry the books after their masters." (Ps. lvi. tonl. 8.) 
Of the Jewish Canon, St. Augustine says, in his 
great work on the City of God: "This reckoning is 
not found in the Holy Scriptures that are caUed 
Canonical, but in certain OTHER BOOKS, amongst wltich 
are the Books of the J[accabees." (L. 18, c. 36.) 
I nlight multiply quotations from all Christian anti- 
quity on this subject; but this one testinlony of St. 
Augustine is so confirmatory of that of St. Jeronle to 
the truth of the Jewish Canon, the sanle as is now 
held by the Church of England, that it "Would be a 
,yaste of time to pursue it farthel. 
In your next letter, be so good as to infornl our 
readers at what time the rejected Jewish Church, which 
had denicd Christ, "fixed the Canon of Scripture," 
which was approved and adopted by St. Jerome and 
St. Augustine. 
But yuu add farther, that, in John v. 39, our Lord 
"tletermines nothing about what books formed the 
the Canon of Jewish Scripture." 
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I answer: In t]wt passage, our Lord declares, t]lat 
the Jews had Canonical Scripture
, to which they looked 
for instruction to everlasting life, and of which He said 
tha t they tes
ified of him. 
In I.Juke xxiv. 44, 45, He declared tho:;:e Canonical 
Scripture3 to he the Law, the Prophets, and the Psalms. 
This is the J e,,'ish division to this day. It was so in 
St. Augustine's days; insomuch that he rejected an 
nrgnnlent in favour of suicide drawn frOll1 the case of 
Ragias in the Book of 
Iaccabees, alleging that that 
book had 110 Divine authority, not being in the Jewish 
Canon. (Contra. 2 Ep. Gaud.) 
The strangest assertion of all is, that our Lord did 
not" bear any testilnony to their having been written 
by inspiration." 
It is difficult, sir, to restrain the expression of one's 
indignation at such awful cavilling at God's 'Y old. 
Our Blessed IJord not declaring the Divine inspiration 
of the written 'Y ord! Oh, sir, how could you venture 
to utter such a falsehood? Does he not call the Levi- 
tical laws, the cOlnmandlnents of God, in 
Iatt. xv. 4? 
Does lIe not say, that heaven and earth would sooner 
pass away than that one jot or one tittle of the written 
Law of God s30uld fail? ::\lat1. v. 18. Does he not de- 
clare that the words of the Psalnls are the 'V ords of 
God, in John x. 35. 
A person who made such an assertion as you have, 
,vould have been condelllned by all Christian antiquity 
as a blasphemous heretic. 
. Alas, sir, when YOli penned that sentence, you knew 
full well that our baviour constantly referred to the 
Scriptures, as the in
pired 'V ord of God. 
The corrupted translation of 2nd Tinl. iii. 1.5, which 
JOu sugge3t from the Vulgate, does not in the least 
serve you't' purpose. 
You prefer the rendering: "All Divinely inspired 
. Scripture is profitable," &c. If this translation were 
the true one, it would be more to lilY purpose. FOI 
exmnple:-All Divinely inspired Scripture is able to 
nlake the l\Iau of God perfect. 
St. John's Gospel is Divinely inspired S
ripture. 
Therefore tH._John's Gospel is able to make one perfect. 
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In this view each Book of the Bible contains suffi- 
cient knowledQ'e to 111ake one wise unto sahration. 
In your additional remarks on 2nd Titn. iii. 15, I 
rejoice to find that you are ashmned of the creed of 
Pope Pius, and of the Council of Trent. You tax Ine 
with calumny in iU1plying that Romanists look for sal- 
vation, otherwise than through Jesus Christ. 
The creed of Pope Pius declares that if a man 'he.. 
lieve in Jesus Christ, and yet does not venerate a wooden 
image, he cannot be saved. 
The same impious creed declares, that if a nmn do 
not believe in the Supremacy of the Pope, he will be 
eycrlastingly dmnned, although he 111ay believe in the 
Trinity, the Incarnation, and the ....\..tonen1ellt. 
The langnage of that awful creed is:-" I firmly 
assert that the images of the saints are to recei,.e due 
110nour and veneration."......" This is the true Catho- 
lic :Faith 1 without which no one can be saved." 
I hope your readers will imitate your example, and 
cast away that abon1Ïnable creed as, indeed, a calumny 
against the blessed doctrine vf salvation by sin1ple Faith 
in Jesus Christ. 
But what are we to think of your consistency? To 
all of your observations about the canonical authority 
of 2nd Peter, Hebrews, :ðlark, Luke, &c., my reply is 
very siluple. Our Sixth ...-\.rticle accepts t.he Canon of 
Scripture upon the testimony of the Church. \Ve have 
historic testimony fr0111 age to age that the Church re- 
cehred the san1e Christian Scriptures that we do. The 
Kew Testan1ent itself declares, inferentially, that there 
was a X ew Testament Canon in the .Apostles' days; and 
its there is no dispute an10ngst Christian Churches as to 
what that Canon was, we cheerfully raC'quiesce in that 
unanimous testimony. 
This is a sufficient answer to all the irreleyant anù 
heterogeneous quotations you n1ake. 

I y long list of references to the Catechism of the 
Council of Trent, you answer by saying that rou shall 
not tor the present attend to them. 
Perrnit n1e to ren1Ïnd the reader what they were. 
Bishop Brawn said, certain doctrines could not be 
proyed fi-om Scripture. 
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I referred to the Catechism of the Council of Trent, 
".hich proves those very doctrines from Scripture. 
Bishop Brown replies, I shall attend to it another 
time! 
You indulge us, however, by one reference. You 
say: " One specimen only I will allege of the anlount of 
Scripture evidence which you deem quite sufficient for 
setting aside a clear commandment of God." 
The Catechislll of the Council of Trent thinks those 
very Scriptures proof sufficient! 
But what is your answer? They are sufficient for a 
ROlnanist, because tradition give him the true Ineaning 
of Scripture! 
'Vhy did not tradition give you the true meaning of 
the appearance of Jesus Christ to Joshua? 'Vhy did 
not tradition save you from degrading your RedeeIuer 
to the rank of a created .....t\ngel? Why did not tradi- 
tion keep you from contradicting St. Hilary, and other 
en1Ínent Fathers upon the meaning of Scripture? 
Again, I gave several quotations from the most en1Ï- 
nent Fathers upon the fulness of Scripture. You 
reply, those Fathers believed in Divine traditions! 
I shall repeat two quotations which will enable the 
reader to judge of the truth of your assertion. 
St. Athanasius says: "The Holy Scriptures given by 
inspiration of God, are sufficient to the discovery of 
truth." 
Bishop Brown says they are not. 
81. Hilary says: " The Word of God ,vas sufficient 
for believers, for what ;8 there that is not contained in 
that mystery of human salvation? or, what is deficient 
(in the Scriptures) 0'1' what is obscure? For all things 
in then1 are full, as being from Hilu who is full and 
perfect." St. Hilary on the Trinity I. ii. 
Bishop Brown says they are not plain, and can only 
be interpreted by tradition. 
I have, now, sir, gone through everyone of your 
answers to my observat.ions. In my next letter, I 
shall have an opportunity of sunlming up the whole 
question. 
It is no small glory to tbe Church of England, that 
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when a schismatical bishop intrudes himself amongst 
our people, and has the offer made to him to assail any 
one of our doctrines that he pleases, his only ground of 
attack is that those very Scriptures which he is so re- 
luctantly compelled to acknowledge, are received by us 
also as the infallible 'V ord of God. 
It is, indeed, sir, a glorious although a reluctant 
homage to the truth of our principles. 'Ve shall con- 
tinue to stand upon that blessed word-we shall con- 
tinue to repudiate the traditions of men-we shall 
continue to cry out with the prophet: "To the la,v 
and to the testimony: if they speak not according 
to their word, it is because there is no light in them." 


I remain, Right Rev. Sir, 
Your faithful servant, 


JOSEPH BA YLEE. 


St. Aidan's, Nov. 18, 1851. 
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TltÚ'd Lette). Of tlte Ri[j!ìt Rev. D'ì". nl'o
cn. 


"Reverend Sir, 
Against the headi ng of your last two If'tters I feel 
it a duty to protest, lest Iny silence be n1isconstrued. 
" The fulness and sufficiency of IIo]y Scripture," either 
lllediately, in the conclusions of Faith; or iU1n1ediately, 
in the principles whence those conclusions are deduced, 
is what we profes
, to the exclusion of tIaditions 
01'1ginating in men. Designing persons have, I know, 
endeavoured to n1islead unsuspecting Protestants by 
equivocations of language. The subject of our present 
controversy, such as gives the title to your replies; as 
proposed by 111e, and accepted on your part, is the 
Sixth of your Thil ty-nine Articles, and is very inade- 
quately designated by your heading, on which you 
have actually grounded unfair argun1ents. 
You accuse nle of unbecOlning personalities. 'Yhen, 
sir, a controversialist violates, reckles::ìly and persever- 
ingly, all the proprieties of religious discussion, by 
glaring 111Ï
quotations, by incessant n1Ïsrepresentation
, 
by wholesale calul1u1Ïes, by ahnost every. other kind üf 
unfair dealing, does he not put hin1self out of the pale 
of usual courtesy? Can it be hoped that such a 11lan 
,vill pay the slightest regard to the ordinary weapons 
of disputation? That I have had to contend against 
such dishonest 3.n tagonisln, no one, n1ethinks, who has 
r:ad the lctters 011 both sides, can have failed to recog- 
lllse. 
The two columns of a newspaper, said with consi- 
derable exaggeration to have been spcnt upon n1ere 
personal abuse, were occupied by circulllstantial dis- 
proofs of your Inis-staten1ents on 111atters quite foreign 
to the appointed subject of our controversy; Inatters 
from which my opening letter cautiously abstained, 
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but which you forced upon me by your reply. If I 
noticed your u1is-statenlents at all on those foreign 
topics, I "
as bound to leave you without a loophole 
for escape. It was, therefore, you, 110t I, who digressed 
fronlour controversy. 
The errors of your statenlents, (to use a gentle term,) 
that your third lettcr "
as sent to me on l\Iarch 7th- 
that you waited ten days to see whether I intended to 
rcply-and that you had no reason to expect a third 
letter frOlll U1C, are adn1Ï tted by your silence thereon; 
as is also the unfilÏrness of which I conlpJained, in your 
not having acquainted nle with your intention of going 
to press with three letters on your side, and only 
two on mine; in n0t having allowed TIle the equal ad- 
yantage with yourself of correcting the press; and in 
having been at no pains to prevent adn1issions and 
errors in the publication of my letters, whereby their 
argull1ents were weakened-their nle3.ning sonletillles 
perverted. 
One charge only you arc able to controyert, that my 
third letter reached you before your publication had 
conll11enced. You reply: "I have ascertained that it 
was published on the 12th of April, the very day of 
the first appearance of your third letter." X ow, sup- 
posing, though not adn1itting that you did not receive 
my letter before the 12th, still your defence lcaves un- 
di1ninished the nloral guilt of your conduct towards 
me, and those who purchased the early if:sue. For, 
first: It is clear fronl the above, frOll1 a private letter 
to IHe of :\Iay 7, and fronl your fhst reply, datcd l\Iay 
21, that you were for a considerable time unconscious 
of what you have more recently" ascertaincd," that 
the publication comnlcnced so early. Secondly: Did 
you, as became your duty, imnlediately that nlY third 
reply callle into your hands, when certainly you kne,v 
nothing of the publication being cOlnmE'l1cecl, write to 

Iessrs. Longnlall and Co. to delay the issue until 
common honesty should be shown me { 'Ihirdly: 
Did you. at any subsequent tinle, as was your duty, 
require )Ie5srs. Longman and Co. to suspend the sale 
of all copies in their possession, and to write to their 
agents to that effect, until lilY third reply could be 
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supplied? To use a favourite form of yours, answer 
this. 
You add: "r have gone to the expense of inserting 
that letter in the published volume." Yes; but not 
until a large issue had gone forth, which ought to have 
been withheld. IIow few of the early purchasers 'will 
ever hear of my third reply, or, at least, go to the 
expenEe of procuring it? 
Iy first information of its 
existence "
as fronl your letter, received on October 
16. In your first reply you stated, that you had 
directed copies of my suppressed letter to be supplied, 
gratis, to all former purchasers. IIo,v many, like 
myself, ,vould not kno,v when and ,vhere such could 
be obtained, i
 indeed, they are to be had gratis at 
all ? 
Having bought a second copy of your book, I ,vas 
struck by a postscript, informing the readers, that the 
reason of my third reply not appearing earlier was, be- 
cause it was not published before April 19, considerably 
after the publication of this volunle." 'Vhat nleans 
this, sir? You own to having received the entire of 
my letter on April 12! If you mean to equivocate 
about the term "publication," a mere discreditable 
quibb]e, yet a large portion of the letter appeared in 
the columns of the Catholic Standard on April 12; in 
those of the ]Jlorning Herald un April 14; and the re- 
mainder was given in the latter journal on April 18. 
But these proofs of the credit due to your assertion, 
,vill probably never reach multitudes, who have been 
deceived thereby; and thus, you lllay have achieved a 
partial rescue of reputation. 
You seek to defend yourself on the charge of having 
published your reply in the Ch1trch and State Gazette, 
without the publication of my previous letter therein, 
on the plea that this had appeared in the lJforning 
He}-ald. And is this your notion of justice; to create 
false impressions in the n1inùs of one class of readers, 
because another class had an opportunity of detecting 
them? 1\1 y letter was not concluded in the J.1Iorning 
Herald till June 26, and your reply ",'as published in 
the Church and State Gazette on June 27. You must, 
ther
fore, have sent it for publication, some time before 
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nlY previous letter had appeared in the JI01'ning 
HeNdd. 
" I have now done," you write, "with your personal 
ch:.uges, and beg to exanline your other extraneous 
matters, before I conle to what ought to have been the 
only subject of this letter, the Sixth Article of the 
Church of England." How characteristic I It is again 
the "Stop t.hief" dodge I 'Vho, sir, introduced this 
extraneous matter? By a mal1æuvre which does 
credit to your cunning, though not to your fair-dealing, 
you have contrived to place me on the defensive, when 
you al0ne should be the respondent. 3Iy first letter, 
and your reply, will show the reader who originated 
extraneous Inatters. 
Acting now upon the rights of my position as the 
objector, after the brief replies which I am about to 
offer to extraneous matters, which you improperly 
started, I require that you confine your3elf in your 
next letter, to my objections against the Sixth Article, 
and your arguments in its defence. 
Your persistence, sir, in the false and foul assertion, 
that "it is ilnpossible for any fenlale to be a conscien- 
tious Romal1ist, and a modest woman," abundantly 
warrants any amount of personal objurgation to your- 
selt
 of which language can make you sensible. Can 
you wonder that, seeing you hardened against the 
ordinary weapons of gel1tlmnanly reproof, I have been 
driven to those which are resorted to as the last 
resource in controversy, in order to nmke impression on 
men of degraded sentiments and conduct. No, sil'l I 
,viII certainly not indulge your prurient longings to 
gratify obscenity and falsehood. 'Vhen I condescend 
to deny solenlllly, as I have repeatedly dCYle, your foul 
assertions on Catholic fenlales, I have said enough to 
satisfy every honest mind; and there are multitudes 
who could and would, therefore, disprove such denial, 
w
re its truth assailable. "
hy, then, at your bidding, 
should I co-operate in inflicting upon Catholic fathers 
and husbands, w bo know well tbe falsehood of your 
charges through their intinlate acquaintance with the 
exalted purity of their wives and daughters, the tor- 
22 
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ture of hearing you vomit fi>Ith the odious impurities 
of your diseased imagination? 
The Psalter of St. Bonaventure has nothing to do 
with your sole duty, of replying to my objections 
against your Sixth Article. Therefore, having in n1Y 
second letter on our fornler topic of controversy, at p. 
xi., and in the early part of my letter, said quite 
enough to satisfy sincere inquirers, and having the 
gratification of knowing that I have afforded satis- 
faction to several of our Protestant readers, I shall 
limit myself to denounce, as to the best of my belief 
totally false, your statement, that" a series of Popes, 
from A.D. 1596 to our own days, have authorised and 
recomrnended a Psalter, ascribed to St. Bonaventure;" 
and that" Pope Gregory XVI. recornmended its cir- 
culation, in Italian only a few years since." I, there- 
fore, call upon you to quote the approbations and re- 
comn1endations, from authentic sources, ,yith clear 
references-insisting, however, that you diverge into 
no other matters; and I claim the right of inserting a 
few brief notes in reply when I publish our Contro- 
versy, as otherwise, your present omissions of authorities 
and references would give you an unfair advantage. But, 
observe, a, general approval given by a Pope to the publi- 
cation of the 'Yorks of St. Bonaventure, amongst which 
the editor upon his o,vn aut.hority, and through a defect 
of critical sagacity, may have inserted the Psalter in ques- 
tion, as from the pen of that distinguished aud learned 
Saint, perhaps even several years after the death of the 
Pope, cannot most r
nlotely bear out the force of your 
charges. You are not at liberty to pass by this sub- 
ject, but must confine yourself to the facts you have 
alleged. 
Again; you assert that the Psalter contains" ascrip- 
tions of Divine honour to a creature-the Blessed 
Virgin." \Vhatever may be the language of the Psalter, 
the Catholic Church has never adopted it by a dcg- 
ma tic decree; nor is it in such general use, as to make 
the Church responsible; therefore your appeal to it, 
is a violation of the conditions of our controversy. 
l\Ioreover, I an1 quite satisfied with the effect upon the 
judgment of reasoning men, that must be produced by 
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the analysis, in my Second Reply, of tIle mental process 
whereby Catholics, reciting tl1at Psalter, are innocent 
of your charge that tl1ey pay Divine honour to a crea- 
ture, or are guilty of blasphemy. 
Quite recently, indeed, I have been enabled to pro- 
cure for a brief insp
ction, a copy of the Psalter-the 
first time I ever saw it; and had I not previous expe- 
rience of your artifices, I should be surprised at the 
disingenuousness of your extracts. In the \York itself, 
the broadest di$tinction is kept 'ltp betzceen the Stlpl-eme 
'worship paid to the Creator, and the inferior reverence to the 
Cì'eature. l\Iistake is quite impossible. 'There is no- 
thing in the Psalter which ascribes to tIle creature any 
power, or expresses any form of homage, belonging es- 
sentially and exclusively to God, or such as lTIay not 
ahsolutely be ascribed to and expressed of her, whom 
God l1as favoured beyond all other creatures-who was, 
and is, even the :Mother of God, and whom all genera- 
tions, in fulfilment of prophecy, are bound to salute 
emphatically as "Blessed." In looking over tIle Psalter 
and Te Deum, I was pleased by the observatiun which 
I l1eard frOlTI a pious Convert, that, whilst porti0ns of 
the glowing language addressed in its prin1Ïtive ft)rm to 
God, are borrowed to celebrate the glories He has con- 
ferred upon the :\Iother of our Lord, as 'we borro,v, 
even with authOI"ity from Scripture, for the honlage 
paid to mortal princes and parents, acts and words 
similar to those whereby ,ve worship God; yet, belief 
in the essential, and aln10st infinite, inferiority and de- 
pendence of that most favoured of creatures, is strikingly 
jIlustrated by the complete alteration, made in every 
phrase of the Psalms and Te De'ltm, wl1ich, in the 
original, are significative of supreme or independent 
authority or power. All that might thus neutralise 
your quotations, you prudently keep out of sight. 
Between Catholics in England and elsewhere, as 
there are varieties of feeling and character, so will 
there be. various forms of expressing devotion to God 
and His Saints; nor do I choose to say, whether I 
would approve, or not, of the use of the Psalter, incor- 
rectly call
d of St. Bonaventure, in t11is country; 
wheron there may be diversity of opinion. But, in the 
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faith, which dictates the sentinlents and words of ap- 
proved devotions, anIongst Catholics of other nations, 
there is no diversity whatever; thanks to God's adn1Ï- 
rable institution of superintending infallible authurity 
in lIis Church, which alone is calculated to maintain, 
anIongst men, U ni ty of belief. 
The wanùering into extraneous TIIatter, having been 
purely the result of your own act, you come at length 
to the questions, to which, by our conditions, you were 
bound to confine yourself. The subject is momentous; 
and I felt, therefore, TIn1Ch curiosity to see how you 
,v0uld handle it. You have 111et my objections, as I 
had reason frolll your antecedents to anticipate, by eva- 
sions and l1Iis .statenlents. The reader will do well by 
keeping account of them. 
You state the first difficulty thus :-" Our Article 
declares that we accept the Canon of Scripture, as his- 
torically delivered to us by the Universal Church. In- 
stead of disproving this statement, you call upon TIle to 
prove the canonicity of each book of the Bible. At the 
conclusion of this part of our discussion, I am ready to 
take up that challenge; but it is 110 part of our present 
controversy. I have now to deal sinIply with our sixth 
Article. That Article asserts historical testinlOny 
to be the ground of our reception of the Canon of 
Scripture." 
11ere is evasion, palpable enough to stagger their 
confidence, who TIIay still rely upon your power to sus- 
tain the cause of your Church. I-Iad you not, sir, 
undertaken to lnaintuin the truth of you I Articles, as I 
had the Infallibility of the Ronlan Catholic Church? 
And does not the Sixth of those Articles enunIerate as 
Canonical, each of the Books in your BiLle, excluding 
therefrom certain books which we receive? 'V hat, 
then, can be more strictly within the limits of our 
mutual engagenIent, than that I, believing the el1ume- 
ration of those books to be erroneous-believing your 
Sixth Article, (which declares that whatever" cannot 
be proved by Scripturp, is not to be required of any 
Dlan that it should be believed,") is in contradiction 
w"ith the actual profession of Protestant belief in the 

anonicity and Inspiration of the very Scriptures 
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th
nlselves-beIieying that the same Article, in its 
declaration of the Canonical Books, is in contradiction 
vith the vEry historical testimony to which it refêrs 
and on which it depends :-that I, believing all thi
, 
challenge you to maintain the truth of YOli.r Article, 
by proving, if you are able, by the text of Scripture, 
exclusive of Divine Tradition, which your Church and 
your Article equaily reject-1st, The whole and exclu. 
sive Canonicity of the Books el1ul11erated in the Canon, 
in case you admit, as I contend you a
e bound to do, 
such Canonicity to be a nlost fundamental doctrine of 
true belief; 2ndly, The Inspiration, essential to faith 
through private judgnlent only, of your Canonical 
Books, and of theln alone; 3rclly, The agreelnent of the 
declaration made by your Sixth AI,ticle, with historical 
testilnony ? 
Having set forth the extent of clainl which the .L
r- 
ticle authorises me to make, I reduced your task to a 
narrower conlpass, lin1Ïting your proofs of the Canoni- 
city and Inspiration of the whole Scriptures, by Scrip- 
ture testimony, exclusiye of divine Tradition, to the 
Book of Esther, and the seven portions of the K ew Tes- 
tament, on which Luther, his early followers, and mul- 
titudes of your fellow Protestants have disagreed, and 
do disagree with yonI' Sixth A.rticle. It is now, not at 
a future time, that your proofs, fronl Scripture alone, 
of the Canonicity of each of the above books, is called 
tor; and your evading of the whole question, under 
pretext that you are ready to take it up hercafter- 
,. but it is no part of our present controversy"-can be 
considered nothing less than an acknowledgnlent of 
what many Protestants, your superiors in abilities and 
learning, and far above you in candour, 
laYe been com- 
pelled to adn1Ît, that, on Protestant principles exclu- 
sively, they found it Ì1upossible to establish the title.. 
wherehy tll.'ir sacred books are received as Canonical 
and Inspired. 
But, you proceed: "the Church of Rome received 
the Canon upon the same testin10ny. 'Ye are therefore 
flgreed about the Canonicity of Scripture." This pas- 

age, sir, contains two gross n1Ì:5-statements, whether 
resulting frolll malice or ignorance, I leave to be judged 
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by the Searcher of hearts. The Church of TIOlne ad- 
Inits its Canon of Scripture, on luuch higher authority 
than that of mere history; u.pon that authority which 
you reject in principle, whilst you are driven to assunle 
it in your conclusions of belief; the Unwritten \V ord 
of God, as it is handed down by historical testinlony. 
Let the reader recal to luind the inlportant distinction 
set before hiD} in fortner letters, between the "res tl"a- 
dita," and the "'ì1
odus t}9adendi." The ohject of our 
belief, the "res tradita," is the Canonicity of every book 
in our Bible, resting upon the assurance of God's word; 
wherE-fore our faith is not hunlan, but Divine. Histo- 
rical testimony is lnerely the "nlodus tI'adenJi," the 
instrulnent through which that worJ of God is handeà 
down; whilst, to separate the traditions, originating in 
God's ,vord, frOlll the nlere traditions of nlen, however 
respectable, we have the unerring Authority of the 
Church, established by God Hilnself. As the Church 
lays no claim to inspiration, but to divine assistance 
only, it decides not without nUlCh prayer, exan1Îna- 
tion, and oftentinles delay; but, pending its decisions, 
it holds authority frOlI1 God to lnaintain unity in cha- 
rity; and every tradition which it decides to have de- 
scended fronl God, ,ve believe by a faith that is Divine. 
It is, therefore, a great error to assert that, "we are 
agreed about the Canonicity of Scripture." Not only 
do we hold as Canunical several books which '!Iou reject, 
but we differ lnoreovcr in regard to those received in 
conlmOD, as widely as Divine revelation differs fronl 
human testimony. -,,:r e believe on the \V ord of God;, 
you acknowledge that you cannot ascend higher than to 
the word of Juan. 
" If then," you go on, "you choose to call in question 
the credibility of lnlluan te5tinIony, I am, as J say, 
ready to enter upon the question, as S00n as this bI anch 
of the controversy is finished." To evasion which I 
have exposed, you superadd further misrepresentation. 
I have never insinuated a doubt upon the credibility of 
hUlllan testiluony; but, allowing Y011 all the security 
:you can derive frOIn it, I argue that you are unable to 
lllake, without palpable cOlltladictiol1, and theref(lro 
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error in your Creed, an art of Divine Faith in the Cano- 
nicity, or in the Inspiration of the Scriptures generally. 
You do, however, completely rid yourself of the first 
of those difficulties, hut in a way I was sure you would 
be driven to, alarn1Ìng as it must be to a considerable 
body of our Protestant readers, and leading to fearful 
consequence.:;. . 
I-Ialdane, as quoted in my first letter on Article 'TI. 
consistently writes: "Christians in their successive 
generatioIl3 receive the Canon of Scripture as a matter 
of Revelation. If the Canon be not established to us 
as a ulatter of revelation, the books of which it is com- 
posed are 110t so established; and if the books be not 
so, then no one doctrine or precept they contain, COllles 
established to us as a revelation." 
Now, sir, you do actually profess to throw overboard, 
that the Canon is estahlished as a nlatter of Revelation. 
You rely upon it as a mere matter of history. Of this, 
one imulediate consequence is, as I represented, that 
anyone who, for a lnere crotchet, should choose to re- 
ject some or all the books of Scripture, would not, in 
your system, violate Divine Faith; and a farther conse- 
quence must be, that "no one doctrine or precept they 
contain," (I nlay add, supposing it to rest upon nothing 
beyond the authority of Scripture,) "COllles established 
to us as a revelation." Such is the necessary result of 
not adn1Ïtting Divine Tradition in aid of Scripture, 
which no where pronounces on its own Canonicity; and 
you cannot admit it without renouncing your principle, 
that "whatever is not read therein or can be proyed 
thereby, is not to be required of any man that it should 
be believed." 
How do you try to escape from the dil
nlma in which 
you are fixed? Questioning lny definition of Divine 
Faith, you write: .. Divine Faith is not belief in a 
written levelation, but belief in God.
' In a fornler 
letter, I trust that I amply refuted your notion, at yari- 
ance with the 'V ord of God and all ecclesiastical anti- 
quity, that saving faith is not faith in a dogma, but in 
a being; and now you go even further, and lay it dOWll'J 
absolutely, that Divine Faith is not faith in a revealed 
doctrine." " Divine Faith is not belief in a written reve- 
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lation, ùut in God." Surely, this must be too much fer 
most of those who call then1selves Christians. IInnwn 
faith is belief in what lllan teaches, not belief exclusively 
in n1an: historical fuith is the acceptance of the facts 
handed down by historians, not n1erely an abstract 
credit given to the writers: but Divine Faith is lnere 
l)elief in Goa, and excludes belief in Iris teaching I 
lIenee, n1an may be and is indignant, whenever faith is 
net given to his word; but God's word ll1ay be rejectcd 
,vith impunity, if Divine Faith he nothing beyond b<"lief 
in Him, exclusive of tIis revelation! "'Thy, then, 
should Inen recite their Creeds, and profess to believe in 
anything beyond IIill1self? SUT('ly our Blessed Ue- 
deemeI n1Ìsleads us, when lIe declares: "Preach the 
Gospel"-the whole body of rcyelation without dilninu- 
tion or distinction-" to eyery creature. He that hc1iev- 
eth not shall be danuLed." (.
Iark xvi. 16.) If Divine 
Faith be not belief in a written revelation, but in God, 
no further Chri
tian belief should be required of any 
onc. Are you prepared to proclaim such Latitudinari- 
anisln-such actual blasphel11Y? But it fùllows neces- 
sarily from your declaration. 
Passing by your very discreditable form of syllogism, 
which n1is-states wholly ll1Y argument, by dropping from 
YOUI' n1Îllor proposition the ess('utial point of IllY rea- 
soning, the Canonicity of St. Paul's Epistles; then 
restoring it to your conclusion as a fourth ternI, con-' 
trary to the primary law of syllogistic construction, and 
annihilating its efficacy; and finally falsifying IllY state- 
nlent, which was that your Canon is rejected in Protes- 
tant Germany, not a.., you put it bg Protestant Gcnuany 
- all tricks or blunders of repeated occurrence in yOU! 
letters, which I have exposed heretofore, and shall have 
other nlore striking occasions of exposing again, I })ro- 
ceed to your attempt to prove your po
ition, by what is 
tenned "Arglunentum ad hmninenl:' It is a strik- 
ing evidence of your utterly reckless system of n1Ïsre- 
presen ta ti on. 
" Bishop Brown says' Divine Faith is belief in the 
revel a tion of God.' 
"Bishop Brown adulits that' the Epistle to the I-Ie- 
brews is a revelation of God.' 
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"Bishop Brown also adInits that' the early Church 
of Rome denied that epistle to be fronl God, at a time 
when its testimony seelned to be against her more in- 
dulgent views of Christian discipline.' (Observe that 
the inverted commas represent this as a quotation of 
111 y actual worùs.) . 
"Therefore the Church of Ronle denied Divine 
Fai tho " 
Certainly, the conclusion would be true, if neither of 
the premises were false; but, be so good as to state 
w hen I nlade the admission you allege? ,,-rhere? Quote 
my words. Are they the delusions of a night-dream; 
or, far more alarn1Íng for your friends, of a dreanl by 
day? I meet then! by an unequivocal declaration, that 
the Church of UOIue never denied the Epistle to the 
IIebrews to be from God; and that I never admitted 
any such thing. 
In the next paragraph, you seek to qnalify those un- 
truths, by supposing me to have nlerely adn1Ítted that 
the Church of Rome only dO'l
bted the revelation of the 
Epistle to the I-Iebrews; whereupon you undertake to 
prove that the Church of ROllle did actually deny its 
inspiration. 'Vhat is this proof? It 111ust be clear 
anù explicit, when it is brought to back up 80 grave a 
charge, against the Church of the Christian world. You 
return then, whilst the very boys of your college nlust 
Inock at such pompous absurdity, to syllogistic fonns, 
forgetful or heedless of the exposure of your logical 
aCUlnen in my former third reply. It will be a useless 
waste of tiIne and space to give, in full, these fresh nota- 
hIe specilnens of your dialectics, as the reader can ea:sily 
turn to theln. Enough that I observe:- 
(1.) Your opening proposition-" tÌ1J-t which is not 
of Divine authority, is not of Divine revelation"-is an 
unquestionable truism, but totally misplaced, and hav- 
ing no bearing whatever upon the pretended inferences. . 
But, though the negative proposition be indisputable, 
yet the converse, which is necessary for your cf>nclu- 
sion, is not equally admissible; for, that which is of Di- 
vine authority, is not necessarily a revelation, or you, 
who probably claim to be, through your ministry, some- 
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thing of Divine authority, would thereupon become a 
Divine Hevelation. 
(2.) You argue that the" Church of Rome refused 
the appeal of Schisrnatics to thc Epistle to the I-Iebrcws, 
snd would not allow an argnnlent drawn from it to he 
of Divine authority." The questions recur: 1Vhen? 
"There? Quote your authorities, and give clear refe- 
rences, allowing nle to show up, by a few hricf notes, 
your ignorance or worse, since your onlission of refer- 
ences now confines nle to an indignant denial of your 
honesty and truth. So nluch for this redoubtable 
syllogism. You are welcome to all the conclusion, which 
such a specimen of reasoning can warrant. 
The syllogisln wllÍch immediately foHows is, in its 
construction, about a.s irregular as you could easily con- 
trive to make it. The major proposition is an unproved 
and groundless assertion, to the effect that the infalli- 
bility of a church necessarily supposes it to know 
straightways, and to define all revealed truths; whereas 
to everyone, who reflects, it must be evident, that In- 
fallibility implies nothing more than Divine guidance, 
or the lllanifestation of the true llleaning of revelation, 
,\?hen the welfare of God's Church requires dogmatical 
teaching thereon; and, preservation from error in its de- 
cisions, on matters threatening to disturb the Church's 
unity and peace. Yet, upon the erroneous notion, that 
Infallibillity is synonymous with unlimited Revelation, 
you build your crumbling syllogistic edifice of ,,"'ords 
,vi thou t sense. 
You proceed to place, in parallel columns, what you 
describe to be "our own declaration of our religious be- 
lief, and yours." Again, what a return of shameless 
misrepresentation ! Your own words, in the following 
paragraph, prove that you were guilty of it knowingly. 
'Yhat you ternl my declaration, or representation of 
Anglican belief, is Dl0st Inanifestly nothing beyond the 
legitinlate conclusion from your admission, that "the 
Canon of Scripture is sinlply a historical question." 
If this be so, I argue: "is anyone at liberty, without a 
shadow ûf evidence, and fr'Jn1 a mere crotchet, to reject 
the whole Canon, without offending Clnistimli belief?" 
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The latter clause, which is essential to convey my 
Ineaning accurately, is characteristically omitted by you; 

s are, also, the confirmatory argulllents which COllle 
after it. 
Fully aware, however, that I was but illustrating 
your impious position, you next attempt to disprove 
such consequences. .A.nd how? Let the reader, who 
nìay still have some confiùence in your representations, 
direct his attention to the present specinlens of your 
talent for n1Ïsrepresenting. "Our article says, "V e 
receive as Canonical those Books of the Old and New 
Testmnent, of whose authority was never any doubt in 
the Church.' Therefore, you argue, we believe that 
.we are at liberty to reject one or all of them upon a 
mere crotchet. JJ In the first place, you repeat your 
dishonest. suppression of the clause "without offending 
Christian belief"-a clause essential to convey nlY mean- 
ing. K ext, I neither azgued nor inlagined that P')'otes- 
tants "believe they arc at liberty to reject one or all of 
the Books of Scripture, upon a mere crotchet." Even 
if they admit the Canon of Scripture on (as you, I hope, 
misrepresent) me're kistorical e'Cidence, yet this is not to 
be put aside upon a simple crotchet; far less, then, if 
it rest on higher grounds, though these may involve 
then1 in inconsistency. It may be useful to set my ar- 
gument once nlore before you. It is that, as no one 
can offend against Christian faith, by rejecting a doc- 
trine which has not been Divinely revealed, so, if the 
Canonicity of the books in your Bible rest not upon 
Divine revelation, but on historical testimony, as you 
have repeatedly asserted, then those who reject part, or 
all, will not offend against Christian belief. 
You go on: "I say, 'the Canon of Scripture is sim- 
ply a historical question.' From this you argue, 
, thereíòre it is not an article of your Christian Faith.' " 

Iost assureùly; if your position be correct, no conse- 
q uence can be plainer to common sense. 
To prove me in error you write: "So, then, Chris- 
tian Faith cannot rest upon historical testimony. 'Ve 
have a succession of writers throughout the whole of 
eighteen centuries, referring to the Bible as a revelation 
fron} God. That succession cf writers reaches up to 
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our Saviour's teaching; yet you argue that such histo- 
rieal testiulOny is nut sufficient to enable us to believe 
,vhat books were received by our Lorù and the Apo!;tles 
as Canonical." 
Pray attend, ,vhilst I make a L'trther effort to dis- 
perse the n1Ïsts which hang about your Inind. Faith 
can and ùoes 'i'est upon historical testilllOl1Y; but }"'aith 
is not sitnply histurical testinlOny, nor is an object of 
}"aith "silnply a historical question." Faith rests 
upon historical testÎlnony, as its "'mOd-itS tradendi"- 
the vehicle by which a revealed doctrine, not contained 
in Scripture, th2 "res tradita," descends to future times. 
'Ye do contend that there are sonle revealed truths so 
handed down,. amongst which are the Canonicity nnll 
:he Inspiration of each Book of our Bible. Do you, or 
do you not believe the facts of the Canonicity and In- 
spiration of Scripture, (which you trace through a suc. 
cession of writers, <luring eighteen centuries up to our 
Saviour,) as traùitionary teaching, originating in Diyine 
]\evelation? If you do, then what beconlCs of your 
Sixth ...t\rticle, which declares that nothing, which is 
not contained in Scripture, nor can be proved thereby, 
is to be required of anyone that it be believed as an 
article of the Faith? If you ùo not, then you have no 
Divine faith in the Canonicity or Inspiration of Scrip- 
ture, unless you can find then1 in Scripture, or pro,.e 
them thereby, with that certainty which is essential to 
remove doubt, and afford the security of faith. Either 
produce the proofs from Scripture, that I IDa)" test 
theIn, or distinctly ueclare, as you equivalently have 
done, that you have no Divine faith in the Canonicity 
or Inspiration of Scripture; or accept those doctrines 
as Divine revelations come down by historical testi- 
mony, whereby your Article, and the Church which 
fralueJ it, are convicted of contradiction and error. I 
hope the real state of the question will be henceforward 
understood, by yourself, and our readers. 
You return to my definition of Faith, from which 
you deluce that I "confound the saving dogmas of 
Christian truth, ,vith believing in the canonicity of 
every book in the Bible." Certainly, I do hold, and 
in funller letters I have given reasons for n1Y belief, 
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that no conlparatively least important doctrine of Divine 
revelation, when duly proposed, can be rejectcù with- 
out grievously insulting and offending Goù; and, in 
this meaning, all revelations are saving dognms of 
Christian Faith. See 
Iark xvi., 15, ] 6. The argu- 
Inents I need not repeat; and shall observe, only, that 
you have said little to refute thenl. 
You go on: "Your private judgment about saving 
Faith differs very much from the decision of the Ca- 
tholic Church upon the same subject. The Atbanasian 
creed Eays: 'This is the Catholic }""aith.' Its enunlera- 
tion of saving dogmas are: the Trinity, the Incarnation, 
the Atonelnent, the Uesurrection, the Final Judgment. 
'Ve read not one word of belief in the canonici ty of 
Scripture being part of saving Faith." 
Such sophistry is easily refuted. (1). You here 
admit as part of saving Faith, belief in a dogma, the 
resurrection of the flesh; with eternal rewards or pun- 
ishments; these being parts of the Athanasian creed. I 
congratulate you on personal consistency! (2.) ])oes 
the A.thanasian Creed say: "This is the 'lchole Catholic 
Faith? If not, how does it afford the least support to 
your conclusion? (3.) Your Catechism declares tllat 
Baptism and the Lord's Supper are Sacraments ûrdi- 
narily necessary to salvation, therefore belief in them 
must be a part of saving Faith. 'Vhere are they nlen- 
tioned in the Athanasian creed? (4.) The best critics 
are agreed that the Athanasian Creed was written ori- 
ginally in Latin. From its original language, therefore. 
you cannot gather that it professed to contain the whole 
'Catholic Faith, or even the Catholic Faith; nor that it 
contains more than" Catholic Faith" on SOllle points, 
which accidental heresies required to l)e nlore promi- 
nently proclaimed. (5.) Fundamental doctrines there 
are; to wit, those which are so necessary to believers, 
and so manifest in God's "\V ord, that invincible igno- 
rance thereon can hardly be deemed likely. Yet, the 
diversities of opinions anlongst Protestants prove tllat, 
even all which is fundan1ental they are unable to deter- 
mine, by the exercise of private judgment on Scripture 
alone. And, supposing th
t all were agreed upon these, 
still it is impious to conclude that there maJ be a single 
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revclation from God, duly proposed, which may be ac- 
cepted or refused with indifference. 
Your challenge, that I prove the Canonicity of every 
book ill Scripture to have beE'n held by the Ancient 
Church as a part of saving Faith, resembles child's play. 
Is it so convenient for you to forget that, you alone are 
nú,v to be the respondent? 
With all deference to the claim to credit which you 
l1ave established, by the accuracy of your logic, and the 
clearness of your conceptions, I must be allowed to dis- 
sent from your dictum that, "by a singular fallacy, you 
confound canonicity with inspiration," and that, "cano- 
nicity of the Bible rests upon the knowledge of the books 
being inspired." 
Your Bishop Pretyman, and Vicar Grier, with a host 
of other Protestants, who adlnit the Canonicity of the 
books in your Bible, whilst they profess with Grier that 
"the fact of their inspiration, no Church, ancient or 
n10dern,
anever attest," may possibly convince you that, 
belief in the inspiration of Scripture is somewhat sub- 
sequent to belief in its Canonicity. 'Vhat follows I have 
refuted by anticipation. 
Apparently unable to abstain beyond a few sentences 
from In is-statements, you ask: "'Vhere was that un- 
written word" (whereon we claim to rest our Divine 
Faith in the canonicity of several books of Scripture), 
"when the Roman Church rejected the Epistle to the 
Hebrews? 'Vhere ,vas it when St. Jerome declareù the 
þ
 pochryphal books not to be in the Canon?" Both those 
calumnies, one expres;sed the other implied, I have re- 
})eatedly denounced and disproved; but I arn unhappily 
dealing with a n1an, ,vhose eyes and mind appear closed 
against conviction of error. 'Vhen 7- 'Vhere did the 
Roman Church reject the Epistle to the IIebrews ? You 
have not a particle of truth for the assertion, and you 
ought to know it. In the first part of our controversy 
I have shown satisfactorily to others, if not to you, that 
nothing can be gathered from St. Jerome beyond this, 
that in his time the Church had not yet dognlatically 
pronounced upon the testimony delivered to n1any wit- 
nesses, and proyided to be handed down by faithful men 
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(2 Tim. ü. 2.) 
 concerning the books termed _>\po- 
cryphal. 
You charge me with, "to say the least of it, culpable 
carelessness by a seIious misquotation, falsifying Iny 
words." ,V ould that you, sir, could be brought to com- 
prehend that, scarcely is there anything more discredit- 
able in controversy, than a calumnious misquotation. If, 
after convicting you of many such, most suspiciously 
wilful, I should be found to have fallen into a like 
offence, I am prepared to do gladly what you have never 
once done, acknowledge fair! y my offence, and offer every 
possible satisfaction. In the present instance, however, 
having, as I had right to presume, no better authority 
to rely upon than the nlanuscript of your reply, as sent 
nle from yourself by mutual agreenlent, and having 
conlpleted my second letter long before your printed 
version appeared in either paper, I found in the nlanu- 
script, received from yourself, the" misquotation," writ- 
ten unnlistakeably douht, as I transcribed it, not (l$sm.t, 
as YOIl have chosen, no doubt, for sufficient reason, to 
substitute in a second edition, and thereupon to found 
a charge against IllY honesty. Your nlanuscript shall 
be sent to any London bookseller who nlay be named by 
yourself or our readers, in case you or they desire to 
iu:,pect it. 
It
 as your amended version says, "no reasonable in- 
quirer can assert that every individual is qualified to 
decide for hiIllself the divine original (origin?) of every 
part of Scripture," and &s, by your repeated forDler ad- 
luission, no authority is recognised in your Church to 
decide, with unerring certainty, that essential antece. 
dent to belief in doctrines resting upon scriptural reve- 
latiun, their Divine origin, it follows that Protestant 
belief as derived from mere Scripture, lllay amount to 
Pì'obable opinion, but never can become that reasoDable 
and unquestionable certainty of God's revelation, which 
is essential to Divine Faith. 
To proceed with your reply. " In the conclusion of 
the same paragraph, you seem to think it a, grave charge 
against 
e that I assert' our Divinely appointed secu- 
rity agaInst error, is the in-dwelling in each individual 
of the Holy Spirit of God." 'Yith aJI due respect for 
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one so privileged, I beg to deny tlUlt I ever nlade such 
a charge, or insinuated it, or thought of it. I was not 
even aware that you laid claim to that special security 
of truth and sanctity. . 
But do you not see that such châm is in contradic- 
tion with your immediate foregoing assertion, that every 
individual is not qualified to decide for hinJself the Di- 
vine origin of every part of Scripture. Surely each 
one would be an infallible judge in such matters, if 
every individual has dwelling within him the Holy 
Ghost, as a ])ivinely-appointed security against error; 
yet this you no,v seriously affirm. 
See you not, also, that instead of attempting to offer 
a rational solution to my objections, you are completely 
begging the question when you write, "most gladly do 
I assert it again and again, and cling to it as my certain 
security fronl error." Such an assumption of Infallibi- 
lity goes far beyond that, against which you protested 
in the fornler part of our discussion, and certainly 
ought to be adn1Ítted only on unquestionable evidence. 
None such can be held sufficient, other than a manifest 
Iniracle. Are you prepared to offer this; and may I 
be one of its witnesses? 
But the Spirit of God cannot be in contradiction with 
HimseIt: 1Vhy, then, do you exclude l-lis in-dwelling 
efficacy from Luther, Pretyman, Grier, and the Dlulti- 
tudes of professing Protestants, putting Catholics quite 
out of the question, all of whom claim, equally perhaps 
with yourself, to be prayerful, studious, upright men; 
yet they hold very cOHtradictory opinions from you and 
each other, on the Canonicity and Inspiration of the 
Bible? 'V hat security have you to offer that :rou are 
right, and they wrong? Then, there are others w 1]0 
disown you and your Church: Swedenborgians, South- 
cottians, Irvingites, l\Iormonites, &c., &c.; yet quite as 
strenuous in maintaining their claims to the in-dwelling 
of "God's blessed Spirit, enlightening the mind, and 
sanctifying the heart, their only security against error." 
Nay, l\iahon1et is even more earnest in asserting such 
claim, than any of you. 
Ah, sir J if I may borro,v from your solemn appeals, 
what awful infatuation I 'Vhat a sad substitute for 
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sound argument and substantial proof, is such un- 
founded, inconsistent, self-condenlned presumption f 
Not with mockery, as you apprehend, but with pity 
I witness in this miserable delusion, one of the sad 
results of rejecting the guidance of the Church for pri- 
vate judglnent. It is the rock upon which have suf- 
fered shipwreck thousands of ancient and modern fana- 
tics, after abandoning the pastors and teachers whom 
God pIovided, expressly for the work of the ministry; 
and whmn He assigned "till we all come in the unity 
of the Foith; that henceforth we be no lllore tossed to 
and fro, and carried about with every wind of doctIine, 
by the sleight of men, and cunning cI'aftiness, whereby 
they lie in wait to deceive." Eph. iv. 11, 14. 
Your Sixth Article, however, teaches that nothing is 
to be required of any man that it be believed as an article 
of the Faith, which is not read in Scripture, or can be 
proved thereby. You appeal, thereupon, to 1 John 
ii. 20 :--" Y e have an unction of the Holy One, and ye 
know a11 things." But in the present state of our con- 
trovers y, I cannot admit your appeals to Scripture as a 
Divine testimony, until you have first given consistent 
proof of your title to believe its Inspiration. :ß10reover, 
the evidence, on which Divine Faith rests, must be such 
as to exclude all rational doubt; but the text in ques- 
tion, understood quite literally as you take it, proves 
too 
much; for I apprehend that there must be many 
things of which you presume not to claim knowledge. 
'Ynat, if I answer your interpretation by nlil1e, or ra- 
ther by that of thousands-far your superiors in learn- 
lng, and other advantages, for understanding truly Di- 
'Vine revelation-that the unction is the grace of God.. 
conducting to teaching Autl10rity, wh
.'
h is sustained 
l1Y many other and much clearer passages-and from 
,vhich, Christians nlay securely learn to know all things, 
required for their salvation! Unless you can convict 
the Christian world of error, you n1ay cling to your in- 
terpretation; but it will be by prejudice and obstinacy, 
Dot reason or Faith. 
1\1 y charge aaginst your Sixth Article, of gross con- 
tradiction between its principle, that those books only 
are Canonical, "of whose authority was never any 
23 
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ùoubt in the Church," and its list, which includes 
many, of whose authority there was long and serious 
doubt in the Church; also my accusations of Inis-state- 
nlent on your part, by representing the test of Canon- 
icity, "of whose authority was never any doubt in tIle 
ClLurclt," as the. saIne thing with-" of whose authority 
'vas never any doubt on tlte part of the wlwlt.: ClLu}'clt," 
you nleet by another attempt at syllogism. 
There may be some whom the exposure lUI5 pained, 
which I have been compelled to nlake, more than once, 
of the vanity yet ignorance that characterised the exhi- 
bition of dialectic reasoning, manifested by the Princi.. 
pal of a Protestant College, hilnself possibly professing 
to be a teacher of the art of logic. Surely they must 
lament that renlarkable idiosyncracy which, r(mdering 
hiln insensible to disgrace, inlpels hinl to glory in his 
shallle. 
"I shall make," you write, "my argument plain, by 
giving it a syllogistic form. 
" The Church means the Universal Church. 
" An act of a particular Church is not the ac t of the 
Church universal. 
"Therefore a doubt by a particular church i 
 not a 
doubt in the Church: that is, a doubt in the Church 
Universal." 
On a former occasion, I reminded you that there is 
sc-arcelyany blunder in the construction of a sylloi.Sism, 
more gross and nlore destructive of its efficacy, thaI t the 
adn1Îssion of four terms. Now, the one by which JOu 
flatter yourself that you make your argument pluin, 
stultified by that capital vice, serves only to confound 
your argunlent. Besides" a particular church" -" tJll
 
Unit"e'J"sal Church,"-" an act b.y a Church particular," 
and" by the Church Universal," your conclusion, with-. 
out any warrant in the prelnises, cunningly substitutes 
for" by," a 'lcm'd of 'Cery dfUèrent impo!rt, the very word 
in dispute; and assumes that, "therefore a doubt by a 
particular church is not a doubt in the Church U niver.. 
saI." Now, By or OJ, and In, are different ternlS of 
widely distinct meaning. No doubt, corruption is che- 
rished in the Church, vice in the :Family, and ignorance 
in the College, where some of their members are cor- 
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rupt, vicious, and ignorant; yet it would be unjust to 
conclude that, therefore, corruption, vice, and ig-norance 
are cherished by, that is, as you explain it, on tl
e pæì"t of 
tIle wlwle Ckltì'clt, FanÚly, and College. So, when par- 
ticular churches, forming parts of the Universal Church, 
entertained doubts of the Canonicity of certain books of 
Scripture, (and those doubts were so extensive that St. 
Jerome says, the general voice of the 'Vestern Church 
did not receive into its Canon the Epistle to the He- 
. brews, whilst that of the Oriental Church did not ad- 
mit the Book of Revelations,) surely there were doubts 
in the Church, though it does not fòllow that those 
doubts were actively participated by the Universal 
Church. 
l\Ioreover, although the Universal Clnlrch never 
questioned the Canonicity of any of the books in its 
present Canon, by a formal dogmatical act, which n1ight 
place it in apparent contradiction with a subsequent 
acceptance of such books; yet, in the sense, (the very 
probable meaning of your Article) that doubt signifies 
a suspension of judgment, and of a dogmatical recogni- 
tion of certain books, there was doubt even by the Uni- 
versal Church. Nor is its infallibility thereby endan- 
gered. For, until it had examined, under the guidance 
of the Divine Spirit, the traditions of the faithful men, 
to whom among many witnesses, the teaching of the 
Apostles concerning many tl
in9s had been comn1Ítted, 
the Universal Church abstained from giving judgment: 
but meanwhile the testimony of those witnesses had 
been spreading, and obtaining credit throughout the 
Dispersed churches, which constituted the Church Uni- 
yersal. At length, when this did judge, it proclainled 
the Canon in its integrity; but, as my last letter 
showed, never in General or Provincial Council, or by 
the authority of any of the Fathers of the Church, was 
a Canon recognised sin1Ïlar to yours. So much valid 
grounds have you for the dogmatising spirit, with 
which your syllogisln inspires you: "The statement, 
therefore, remains irrefragable, that THE CHURCH never 
doubted the Canonicity of the books." 
You "fearlessly repeat the assertion, that the Coun- 
cils of Carthage and Hippo were only meetings of a few 
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bishops of a particular district." That you "r
peat 
fearlessly," I have been witness to on many occaSIOns; 
though neither logically, nor truly. Do you, perchance, 
remember that, not only you fearlessly asserted those 
two Councils to have been meetings of but a few Bishops 
(albeit the former nearly double the whole of your 
Episcopal Bench, the latter consisted of at least nearly 
three hundred Bishops, and their Canon of Scriptures, 
exactly conforInable with ours, was confirmed a few 
years after, by an almost equally large assembly); but, 
no less fearlessly you added, in your former third letter, 
that their Canons were not accepted by tl
e Code of tlte 
African Church. 'Vhy have JOu not noticed my fear- 
less denunciation of that violation of historical truth? 
You no,v tell me that "the Code of African Canons 
betray their partial authority, by their very title." 
Who questioned it? But, that unanimous testimony 
of the large and flourishing Church of Africa, including 
men of such judgment, learning, and virtue, as St. Au- 
gustine, is no small addition to the other testimonies 
which I cited, as showing the general acceptance of OUj. 
Canon, not '!fours, by the U ni versal Dispersed Church. 
l\Iy argument that, without a formal decree of the 
Church, belief in that Canon became general through- 
out the dispersed Church, you term an "unsupported 
assertion." This is all that you allege to meet, not my 
bare unsupported assertion, but testimonies to the uni- 
versal early adoption of the Roman Catholic Canon by 
the dispersed Church, some cited, more referred to in 
the valuable work of the Bishop of Bruges.. These 
ought to have been met, if in your power to do so, more 
substantially than by your farther" fearless assertion," 
that" you have offered no proofs. You have none to 
offer." "Let the reader go back to my third reply, 
and he will judge of the value of your reckless state- 
ment:" your only assertion there is, that they were re- 
ceived into the African Church. 
" You admit," I read with surprise, "the truth of my 
statenlent, that those (African) Canons did not decide 
the Apocrypha to be inspired, but that they referred 


II See p. 18G. 
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the question to Boniface and the Italian Bishops. No,v, 
as Boniface made no answer to that appeal, my assertion 
is proved that the limited assembly of African Bishops 
did not decide the inspiration of the Apocrypha." 
Really, sir, there is no reasoning with you; nor will 
any reflecting reader be surprised, if I be somewhat 
'wanting in courtesy towards such an opponent. Other 
refutation I can have none, beyond a sinlple unqualified 
denial of the truth of your statClllel1t. No admission 
did I make Ito the effect that the African Canons did 
not decide the Apocrypha to be inspired, or that the 
Canons of the Third Council of Carthage or the Coun- 
cil of Hippo, made any reterence at all to Pope Boniface 
and the Italian Bishops; or that the Canon of the Sixth 
Council of Carthage referred the question of the Can- 
onicityof the Apocrypha, as one on which it implied 
any doubt, but simply as seeking the formal confirnla- 
tion of the Apostolic See, whose 
uprenlacy the Church 
of Africa, which had acknowledged it on nlany other 
occasions, may justly be construed to recognise by this act. 
And the silence of Boniface, so far from proving your 
assertion (1) that the African Canon did not decide the 
inspiration of the Apocrypha, will be deemed by all 
who judge by precedents throughout ecclesiastical his- 
tory, or by the ordinary practice of spiritual authority, 
to prove just the reverse: viz., that the Canon was held 
to express the Divine tradition of the Church U niver. 
sal, and was confirnled accordingly. "Ah, sir I" I may 
well retort; "you must seek for better proofs than 
this." 
"The Council of Trent declares that the Catllolic 
Canon of Scripture has been preserved in a continual 
8uccesswn in the Catholic Church. How can you re- 
concile this with the extensive doubts of which you 
speak ?" The difficulty is on your side, not mine. 
You do not and cannot question the doubts set forth in 
my first letter; yet, having nothing to guide you, be- 
sides the exercise of your private judgnlent, on what 
you hold to b.e mere historical testimony, the conclu- 
sions which Protestants come to are wavering and dis- 
cordant. 'Ye recognise a Church Divinely appointed, 
in order to secure us from error in faith, to which is 
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given, by the Heavenly Founder, unerring sagacity for 
distinguishing, amidst the uncertain traditions of men, 
those Divine traditions which the Apostles handed 
down through many faithful witnesses.-2 Tim. ii. 2. 
The contradictions between your Sixth Article and 
the Thirty-fifth, you essay to reconcile by asserting: (1.) 
tha t "such expressions are used in a popular sense, and 
are so tmployed in the Ancient Fathers; and (2.) that 
the early Fathers quoted sayings in the heathen Sybil- 
line Oracles as inspired, yet they did not believe in 
their general inspiration." 
Such solutions of my argument are a pure fallacy. 
The serious character of the Second Book of Homilies 
excludes the notion of understanding in a popular, that 
is, not in a literal and true sense, the solemn ascription 
it makes to the Divine Spirit of quotations fronl your 
Apocrypha. Kor is there anything of such sort in the 
Ancient Fathers. 1\1 y denial is quite worth your bare 
assertion. 
The alleged quotations from the Sybilline books 1 
did not notice in former letters, believing that no one, 
having any pretension to acquaintance with the early 
Fathers, could be influenced thereby. 
The quotations in question were not from tIle Heathen 
Sybilline Oracles, as i3 univer:,ally ackno,\ leged by all 
candid and well-informed men; but from forgeries by 
unknown hands in the first and second centuries, made 
up of oracular verses, in substance borrowed from the 
Scriptures, and applied to occurrences in the prin1Ïtive 
Christian Church. The most judicious of the Fathers 
and others began tarly to suspect the imposture; and, 
fronl the fourth century, those Sybilline Oracles seeln 
to have been generally rejected. For a while, however, 
they did impose upon the simplicity and good faith of 
sonle amongst the early Christian writers, and were 
quoted by them as inspired; but, most certainly, from 
a persuasion that the books were written under superna- 
tural inspiration. Your contrary assertion is unsup- 
ported, unfounded, and singular. 
"1 also stated;' you go on to say, "that our dec1ara- 
tion that the Book of Homilies contains a godly and 
wholesOlne doctrine, does not assert the dognul.tic au- 
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il10rity of every statement in that book. To this also 
you make no answer." Because no answer appeared 
needful. How is it possible that the Sixth Article can 
exclude certain books, ternled Apocrypha, from being 
inspired-that the Book of HonÜlies, on the contrary, 
quotes some of those very books as inspired-that the 
Thirty-fifth Article commends the Book of Homilies as 
containing "a godly and wholesome doctrine," and yet 
that no contradiction exists between those articles? \Yhy 
should I weary the common-sense reader, by formally 
proving a discrepancy, .0.0 less apparent than that, two 
and three are dissimilar numbers! 
Accepting your illustration, that were I to declare a 
volume of sernlons contained god]y and wholesonle doc- 
trine, I should not hold myself responsible for erel"!! 
sentence in that volume; yet, did those sermons COll- 
tain, not once only but repeatedly, patent contradictions 
to an article of nlY belief, most assuredly I ought to 
be held responsible before God and man. Your ti1rther 
illustration, that St. Augustine's works are approved 
of. by me, though he doubts whether there be such a 
place as Purgatory, is based on error. St. Augustine 
is one of the ll10st powerful witnesses to faith in a l11id- 
dIe state of souls; nor does he in any part of his works 
express doubt of Purgatory. Quote such passage with 
accurate reference, and if you allow me not another 
letter, I engage in a brief note to disprove your allega- 
tion. The doubt really entertained by St. Augustine, 
regards the quality only of the satisfactory penalties in 
that state, especially whether amongst theln be fi}ge. On 
such speculative matters, the Church has pronounced 
no formal decision. 
1\ly argument, up to this time, you ('nIl "wandering 
from the nlain question, whether our article is right in 
stating that, 'Holy Scripture containeth all things ne- 
cessary to salvation.' " 
It is such conduct as this, sir, which Dlakes JOu a 
very wearisome antagonist. You can venture upon 
most daring mis-statements with all the caIrn delibela- 
tion of a n1an accurate and truthful-you can force into 
your replies, matters :fi)r which my letters afforded not 
a pretext-you can twist my occasional contempt of 


. 
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some palpable sopl1ism, or my disregard of some magis- 
terial twaddle, into flight frOll1 inconvertible argull1ents; 
but, when I more commonly pursue you into your 
holes and corners, you then find that I mn "wandering 
fronl the main question," innocently forgetful who led 
me astray. I appily, in my early edition of our con- 
troversy, where page shall be opposed to page, the 
reader will be provided with a facility for doing justice 
between us. lIe will then see that, when not led astray 
by you, my arguments have been directed against the 
foundations of your position; against the lllanifoid con- 
tradictions of the article I impugn, with other articles 
of your belief, with the Canon which it adopts-with the 
Inspiration on which alone your conclusions profess to 
depend. U se]ess would it be, and most injudicious, 
did I voluntarily do more than allude to minor contra" 
dictions, until questions be settled which contain the 
very essence of religious controversy. 
Hence, I am perfectly satisfied with having simply 
set before the reader some of the many other doctrines 
of your Church, and of Protestantisnl in general, for 
which there is no sufficient authority in Scripture 
alone, to secure such unhesitating belief as is requisite 
for an act of Divine faith. Your scriptural proofs of 
Infant Baptism, of Baptism by Affusion and Aspersion, 
I leave to the mercy of the Baptists-your equals in 
abilities and knowledge of the Scriptures, your superiors 
by their more consistent deductions from the Sacred 
Writings.-On the Divine right of Episcopacy, I may 
be content to leave j ou, not only to the Presbyterian 
and other dissen ter
, bu t even to your own Prillla te, 
the Protest
nt Archbishop of Canterbury.-On the 
Scripture authority of the transfer of the Sabbath-day, 
there 
re, mnongst Dissenters, those who will find little 
difficulty in demolishing sùch arguluents as you rely 
upon. The mere fact of so many conflicting tenets, 
all professing, by quotation and reasoning, to be clearly 
established upon one same Divine testilllony, is alone 
sufficient to satisfy dispassionate minds that the rule, 
assigned by your Sixth Article, is totally inadequate to 
afford the security against error, which is essentially 
necessary for true supernatural faith; and that you do 


. 
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actually receive several points of belief, for which you 
cannot assign competent evidences from Scripture ex- 
clusively.-Rejection of the prohibition to eat of stran- 
gled nleats and blood, does not, it appears, involve JjO'Lt 
in contradiction. Yet, I ask not without a motive, ho,v 
long has this been your case? But your Church, me- 
thinks, has provided very indifferently for the mainte- 
nance of what you hold to be an enduring Divine pre- 
cept, from which, however, the general practice of your 
fellow-Protestants implies a claim to dispensation- 
'which to be valid, can rest upon Divine tradition alone. 
If an opinion on the matter could be extracted from 
your Archbishop, he need not fear to encounter heavy 
condemnation, were he to pronounce that, probably, 
110t one on the Episcopal Bench, nor one in one thou- 
sand of the clergy agree with you, in believing thenl- 
selves bound, by God's Word, to abstain fronl black 
puddings, or hunted llare, or even a brace of woodcocks 
sent by a neighbouring squire. 
But of your misrepresentations of the Council of 
Trent and myself, I must take more notice. " The 
Council of Trent," you affirm, "asserts that Holy 
Scripture contains all the dogmas of the A thanasian 
Creed. " Therefore, the Church of Rome bears witness 
against herself, that Holy Scripture contains all things 
necessary for salvation." Yon might as well have 
given point to this notable argulnent by again trying 
your hand on a syllogism, as your reasoning falls natu- 
rally into such shape. I will do it for you, and suggest 
an observation on each proposition. 
"The Council of Trent asserts that Holy Scripture 
contains all the dogmas of the Athanasian Creed." The 
Council of Trent does not nlake such assertion; and 

rr. Baylee is required to prove it by the Acts of the 
Council. 
"The Church of Rome bears witness that the Atha- 
nasian Creed contains all things necessary to salvation." 
The Church of ROllle bears no f3uch witness. Prove 
when? where? 
"Therefore, the Church afRame bears witness against 
herself, that Holy Scripture contains all things necessary 
for salvation." An excellent conclusion of a syllogism 4 
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,vhich, in this case, has not four terms-only, both tlte 
1Jremises a'ì"e false! 
Not only does the Council of Trent, or the Church of 
Rome, no where sanction your assertion that the Atha- 
nasian Creed contains all things necessary to salvation, 
but even your 
wn Catechism does not adn1Ït that pro- 
position. It holds baptism and the Lord's Supper, as 
Sacraments of onlinary necessity to salvation; yet they 
are not even ren10tely alluded to in the Athanasian 
Creed. Ah, sir, ho,v can you be so careless of your 
mis-statements! 
But, " Bishop Bro'\vn is in opposition to the Council of 
Trent. For he ass(\rted that l\Ir. Baylee could not 
prove from Scripture various doctrines; and 
Ir. 
Baylee's proofs that the Council of Trent rests those 
very doctrines on Scripture, Bishop Brown finds it 
convenient to pass over." 
I am '\vearied with remarking to the reader how 
much reason he has to receive with extreme doubt l\Ir. 
Baylee's statements on all subjects; and the one jU3t 
made is not an exception. 
It is great carelessness on your part, sir, or worse, 
in a matter of much moment, to substitute the Council 
of Trent, in both your last letters, for the Catechisrn 
bearing the name of that Council, but not issued by it, 
and of far inferior authority. 
Yet my assertion is not in opposition to the reasoning 
and proofs, even of that Catechism. Of Infhnt Baptisnl 
the Catechisln says:-" It is derived by the Church 
from Apostolical tradii .on, on the general testimony and 
authority of the Fathers." Then, in confirmation only, 
it alleges Scripture arguments, which are not without 
,veight, but insufficient of themselves to establish, with 
the certainty requisite for Divine Faith, the doctrine 
and lawful use of Infant Baptism, against the strong 
arguments on the other side, as your eminent writer 
and Bishop, Jeremy Taylor, with other Protestants, 
acknowledges. As your references to the Catechislu 
are all of then1 insufficient and incorrect, I beg to cite 
them afresh.-Part 2, Cap. Ü. 
 32. 
}"'or Baptism by Affusion and Aspersion, Scripture is 
not appealed to, as alone affording security for prac- 
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tices "herein error ,,"ould be most fatal; but the 
authors of the Catechism direct those who have the 
cure of souls to explain, that the general pl'actice and 
C'l.tStom of the Church, (which are its tradition,) author- 
ise either mode of administering Baptism. They, then, 
illustrate, rather than prove, their lawfulness, by refer- 
ence to the three thousand baptised in one day, as they 
infer by St. Peter alone, though the Scripture text by 
no means necessitates such an inference, nor did the 
authors of the Catechism rely upon it. Yet, you had 
asserted-" the Catechism offer3 no other proof than 
Scripture." (I. c. 
 17.) 
I will not observe upon your. own attempt to prove 
the lawfulness of either practice by Scripture, further 
than that it is of the most fanciful descIiption. 
So, your Scripture testinlonies to the twofold proceg. 
sion of the Holy Ghost, are of the ll10st inconclusive 
character; yet put forward with very flippant self-con- 
fidence. Certainly, 1 do deny, with probably most 
others, though you think it in1possible I should do it, 
"the water of life, proceeding from the thronG of God 
and the Lamb, (Rev. xxii. 1.) to be the Holy Ghost." 
Upon such miserable applications of Scripture rest9 
faith by private judgment, whilst the only possible 
secuIÏtyof interpretation, judging from man's unsteady 
judgment and the results of sad experience, that which 
is derived from Authority instituted and preserved by 
God, is rejected upon misrepresentation, and the most 
contemptible sophistry. 
The Divine superiority of Episcopacy is not said, in 
the catechism of the Council, (Part 2, c. vii. 26,) to 
rest upon Scripture sufficiently for Divine faith; 
although, as on preceding doctrines' Scripture be 
adduced in confirmation; neither did I ever insinuate, 
or imagine, that Episcopacy was without some autho- 
rity in Holy'Vrit. Yet, Bishop Jeremy Taylor nnd 
other Protestant defenders thereof against Dissenters, 
rested their main arguments, not upon Scripture, but 
Tradition; and so must you, if you would overcome 
their objections. 
Finally, as regards the transfer -of tIle Sabbath, 
although the catechism illustl'ates, mel'el!!, the propriety, 
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of its removal, by considerations drawn from Scripture, 
yet it distinctly and absolutely rests its lawfulness 
upon the judgment of the Church, (Part 3, c. 4, 
 lü,) 
and the Church could put aside the day fixed by God 
Hitnself, and for solemn reasons assigned by Ifim, 
applicable to th
 seventh day exclusively, not otherwise 
than by authority from the Divine Legislator. That 
authority is sought in vain in God's ,vritten Word; 
therefore, it can exist in the unwritten 'V ord only, 
which is the complement of the ,vritten "\V ord, and &is 
terlned Divine Tradition. 
'Vith us, Principles and Conclusions are strictly 
uniform; with you they are in manifest contradiction; 
therefore, ,vith you is self-proclaimed error. 
At this part of my refutation I have been detained 
more than a month, expecting the continuation of your 
most dilatory letter. Greatly nlust Jhose be disap.' 
pointed who Î1nagined that so long a delay would be 
the forerunner of new and overwhelming arguments. 

rhe pages at length set before me are, if possible, even 
less to the purpose than those which I have dissected; 
made up of ,vorn-out repetitions-patent evasions- 
false quotations-groundless assertions-unfair endea- 
vours to lead astray, by new matter, foreign to the one 
present subject of discussion. Yet you set so high a 
value on your substitutes for sound argunlent, that I 
may not ,vholly pass them by. 
The reader's judgment, formed upon the evidence 
supplied by our controversy, will easily determine 
\vhether you, or, as yuu pretend, your "Ron1Ïsh and 
Socinian opponents, are continually shifting ground." 
You ask :-" "\Vhat has it to do with the question of 
the Sixth Article, 'whether the Apostles 'vere com- 
manded to commit to ,vriting all that they were conl- 
m9.nded to preach t" Simply this: if it nowhere ap- 
pears that they received such con 1m and from their 
Divine l\Iaster, and if they nowhere intimate that they 
,vere inspired by the Holy Ghost to write all the 
truths men ,vere to receive by their preaching, then 
have you no w"arrant whatsoever, for Y01l.r alleged ful- 
ness and sufficiency of Scripture, 
You mis-state, or you 
quivocatß, when you argue 
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as if the sole question between us is, whether or not 
the Scriptures contain all things essential to salvation. 
The smallest "circumstantials of religion," taught by 
the Apostles as from God, whether by their preaching 
or their ,\riting, and duly proposed to belief or prac- 
tice, can DO more be rejected flom belief without pe- 
riling salvation, than the higher revelations; and your 
Sixth Article equivalently asserts that whatever is con- 
tained in Scripture, or may be proved thereby, is re- 
quired to be received as an article of the Faith. 
Hence, if prayer with the head covered or uncovered 
'were ordained as a lasting p.recept, its observance would 
be quite as binding as the prohibition of eating blood 
and strangled meats, which you hold to be still com- 
pulsory on the consciences of Christians, and therefore 
essential to salvation on the part of all to whom it is 
made known. 
That "you and your brethren ridicule belief in a 
Being, as in your eyes an absurdity," is one more of 
your ever-recurring misrepresentations. What we 
condemn is, the absurdity of your maintaining that 
belief in a Being is alone required, to the exclusion of 
the doctrines which the Almighty has revealed, and in 
express contradiction with those creeds which you are 
required to accept and profess; included wherein, are 
many things about the Son of God, no less than on the 
Son, and about other articles of the Catholic Faith, the 
Holy Catholic Church, the Communion of Sainta, the 
Forgiveness of Sins, the Resurrection of the Body, the 
Final Judgment, and Life Everlasting; all which, 
"except a man believe faithfully, he cannot be saved." 
-Athanasian creed. 
Yet you are driven to such straits that, if there 'be 
any meaning in your argument, it sets TIp, as the ex- 
clusive object of saving belief, that "Jesus is t11e Son 
of God." Not so the primitive Church, as is mani- 
fested by the many records we have of its reverence 
for every portion of Divine revelation-not so our Di- 
vine Teacher, when He pronounced that most impor- 
tant and fearfül declaration, to which I have sought 
in vain to force your attention: "Preach the Gospel to 
every creature; he that believeth not shall be damned." 
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-l\Iark xvi. 16. Indeed, "
e cannot duly believe that 
" Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God," unless "
e be- 
lieve ilnplicitly and explicitly as each doctrine shall be 
set before us, every revelation which He nlade known 
to men. Your position sanctions the ,videst Latitudi- 
narianism. 
You show SOllle ability but less honesty, in present- 
ing objections as mine, in a form and with a meaning 
such as my language does not ,varrant, and thereupon 
affecting to demolish them. Thus, the alleged fact, 
(being one of rny prooJ.-
 of the Apostles not having 
received a command from their Divine l\IasteI to write 
all lIis revelations,) that the books of the New Testa.. 
ment were written at distant, uncertain intervals, you 
represent thus:-" The New Testament was not fully 
,vritten until A.D. 96. Therefore, it does not contain 
all things necessary for salr:ation I" 
No difficulty needed to exist, where there was a wißh 
to understand, as to the meaning of the" fortuitous 
occurrences," which occasioned the appearance of the 
several bool{s of the New Testament. The context 
clearly eXplained nlY meaning: that those books" were 
called for by special contingencies;" of which, the Acts 
and Epistles afford intrinsic evidence, 1vhilst early 
ecclesiastical historians relate the sanle of the Gospels. 
J.\. lllean quibble characteri
es your dealings with nlY 
comment on 2 TiIu. iii. 16, 17. It ,vas impossible, sir, 
for you to be ignorant that by revelation, I understood 
Dircine re'Celation only. Yet the whole of your defence 
hangs upon your n1Ïsre}!resenting me to mean a natural 
rercelation also. The question betw'een us and JOu is, 
are all Divinely revealed truths l11ade kno" n exclu- 
sively by the Scriptures? 'Ve deny your affirulative 
position. I argued that the text to Timothy proves no 
such thing; and your only answer, a discreditable arti- 
fice, confir IllS 111 Y arglul1en t. 
The following paragraph is an ostentatious mis-state- 
ment of my language. In parallel colunlns you pretend 
to contrast Iny words with those of the Holy Ghost; 
and the fOrIner you render thus:- 
"Bishop Brown says, 'The Holy Scriptures do not 
contain all things necessary to salvation.' '2 
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Now, in the very passage from which you quote, a9 
frequcntly elsewhere, I distinctly stated that Iloly 
Scriptures do contain all things necessary for salvation, 
ìndi1'ectly, and in their principles; and just this, no 
11lore, is the amount of any reasonable interpretation 
you can give to the words of Divine Inspiration. It 
was prudent for you to put out of sight those explana- 
tory tenllS. 'Vas it honest? But you reckon upon 
your readers using your eyes only. 
In your farther contrast between the text and n1Y 
explanations, similar dishonest tricks recur. It appears 
thus :- 
The IIoly Ghost says:- 


"All Scripture is given by inspi- 
ration of God.... that the man of 
God may be perfect," &c. 


Bishop Brown says:- 
"All Scripture is profitable for 
certain spiritual effects tending to 
man's perfection. OJ 


Here, by cunningly leaving out, in the former quo' 
tation, "all Scripture, &c.,...and is profitable," &c., and 
frOlll the latter, "all Scripture is inspired by God," 'lChich 
is O'lt'j'. Catholic belief, &c., you most unjustly impose 
upon the unsuspecting reader. 
Farther discrepancy there is none. What the A pos- 
tle states more in detail, "All Scripture...is profitable 
for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction 
in righteousness: that the man of God 'may be perfect, 
thoroughly furnished unto all good works," is equiva- 
lently, though concisely, expressed by me, "All Scrip- 
ture is profitable for certain spiritual effects, tending 
to 11lan's perfection." 'Ve accept the whole text in 
question, as we do every portion of the inspired Scrip- 
tures, believing that each part is profitable for the 
effects described by the Apostle; sometimes, however, 
(since profitable and sufficient are not convertible 
terms,) requiring the aid of Church Authority, which 
the Scriptures establish by many clear testimonies, and 
to which they require submission. I crave the reader's 
pardon for dwelling so long on matters self-evident to 
anyone who turns to my letters: but you parade your 
mis-statements; and the cause in which I am engaged 
urges me to leave your ignorance without excuse. 
The tirade which follows, against certain alleged 
doctrines and practices of the Chluch, is as ill-timed, 
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,vhen you leave so many of my arguments unanswered, 
as it is, mostly, false in terms, calumnious in facts, 
scurrilous in tone, and blasphemous in sentiment. The 
,vhole has no concern ,vith our present controversy. 
I leave it, therefore, to the scorn of all honourable 
minds. 
In the ]5th verse of the passage to Timothy, ,vhat 
do you find which "unfortunately for my argument I 
forgot to look at î" Because Timothy had known the 
Scriptures from hiB childhood, and the Apostle tells 
him, when he became a Christian Bishop, that then 
they are able to make him wise unto salvation, with 
those guiding aids which he possessed, by what sort of 
reasoning do you imagine it follows that the Scriptures, 
,vithout the guidance of an infallible Church to which 
they point, are able of themselves to make ever!! indi- 
vidztal equally wise unto salvation, with that illustrious 
and privileged Disciple? 'Vith unworthy cunning, 
failing to grapple with any of my strong points, you 
seize here and there upon such parts of myarglilllents 
as you flatter yourself may most easily suffer misrepre- 
sentation, with good effect upon your confiding readers 
--isolate them from the context-and then phune your- 
self on the succe
;s of a full and unquestionable refuta- 
tion. 
Your quotations (having very unsatisfactory refèren- 
ces) from certain Fathers, seeming to imply the absolute 
sufficiency of Scripture, I must persist, with the excep- 
tion of two that occur later, which I ,vill notice in their 
place, in referring to the general ans'\vers in my former 
Jetter. 'Vaterworth's "Faith of Catholics" will satisfy 
any candid mind, that those very Fathers were unmis- 
takable advocates for the existence of unwritten revela- 
tions, handed down by tradition; and it would be most 
unjust to conclude, upon the strength of one or two 
passages, which, taken with their context, present little 
or no difficulty, that such holy and learned men were in 
contradiction ,vith themselves on nlatters so palpable. 
The inquirer may find this subject fully elucidated by 
N atalis Alexander, in his "Church History," sæc. ii. 
diss. xvi.; also much satisfaction will be derived from 
Perrone's "Theology," de locis Theol. p. 2, cap. iii., and 
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the objections in Sect. ii. cap. 1; or from Husenbeth's 
"Faberism Refuted." The discussion has nothing to 
do with the only present topic of our controver3Y, al- 
ready excessively prolonged, whether your Sixth 
Article be in contradiction with other articles of your 
belief, and with itself. It becomes apparent, however, 
why you sought to change its title into-"The Fulness 
and Sufficiency of Scripture." 
A passing question ll1ay be briefly answered. You 
ask-Are the Fathers ever unanimous? 'Vriting as 
witnesses of traditionary Divine Faith, there is always 
a moral unanimity in their teaching, aHd rarely any 
dissent whatsûver. 'Vhere there appears such, expe- 
rience has assigned accurate rules for distinguishing 
between their expression of personal opinions, and their 
testimony to Divine traditions; whilst the promises of 
Christ to His Church are 8 sure guarantee of superna- 
tural preservation fron1 error in its definitions of doo- 
trine, whether derived from God's written, or unwritten 
,y ord. 
The o:þjection which you urge from the conflicting 
interpretation given upon "the Captain of the Lord's 
Host," in Joshua v. 14, 15, between Eusebius and St. 
Hilary on one side, and on the other lllY opinion, sup- 
ported as it is by several Fathers and Biblical scholars, 
including even Protestants, illustrates my lneaning. 
The doctrine of Faith is clear and safe. All the Fa- 
thers unite in declaring that the Lord Jesus is God, 
and to be worsihpped as such by the teaching of Scrip- 
ture and tradition; so that SocinÜ
ns have no support 
from us. This being agreed upon, it is 8 point of com- 
paratively small importance, whethE:'r he, who is named 
"the Captain of the Lord's Host," be the Son of God, 
or a chief of the Angelic army. Thereon, probably, no 
positive teaching was delivered by the Apostles. 
""'ith this explanation before him, the reader will be 
either disgusted or amused, as may be the condition of 
his mind, when he looks back upon your reasoning. 
Thrown into that syllogistic form, of which you are so 
fond-(" quos Deus vult perdere, prius dementat")-it 
would run thus:- 
Bishop Brown and his Church profess to interpret 
24 
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the Scripture according to the unanimous consent of 
the IIoly Fathers, (it having been explained that the 
Creed of Pius IV., rendered by l\Ir. Baylee "according 
to the unanimous consent," simply says, "not contrary 
to such consent.") 
But, Bishop Brown and a note in the Douay Bible 
interpret Joshua v. 14, 15, differently from two of the 
IIoly Fathers. 
Therefore, Bishop Brown and tIle said note are op- 
posed to the unanÍ1nous consent af the Holy Fathers; 
consequently they are in contradiction with their Church 
and their own professed rule of Faith; and they degrade 
the Lord Jesus to a created angel! 
But worse awaits Ine, such is the power of your 
logic; and I, who maintain against you, on grounds 
strictly consistent, that the Inspiration of the Bible in 
all its parts is an article of Christian 
"'aith, I am made 
to "take up the line of attack against the Bible, which 
TOln Paine made use of against Christianity." l\Iy ar- 
gument you state thus:-" The church of England 
rests the evidence of the Canon of Scripture upon his- 
torical testimony. Therefore her Faith in Christianity 
rests upon historical testin10ny." l\fis-statements of 
my reasoning are too common in your letters to excite 
any longer surprise. Yet there was, on my part, an 
important qualification, which the reader will do well 
to notice.. But, were my argument such as you 
represent, it ,vould have been directed merely against 
the inconsistent belief of the English Church, not against 
the Bible, and ,vithout the sn1allest approximation to 
TOln Paine's Blasphemy against Christianity. 
Accepting, however, your adlnission that the Canon- 
icity of the Scriptures rests simply on historical testi- 
mony, and Canonicity in your system includes In- 
spiration, it is self-evident that, except, perhaps, reve- 
lations, expressly professed to be derived from God or 
an Angel, which constituted not the largest portion of 
the Sacred volume, your Faith derived from all other 
pOI tions, whether of the Old Testmnent, of the Gospels, 
or of the Epistles, is purely and exclusively historical 
faith, as opposed to Diyine.and Christian belief. This 
is the utmo.st to which you can consistently and reason- 
· P. 2,83. 
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ably lay claim; supposing, though far frOlll adn1itting 
that by mere historical testimony you can fully satisfy 
yourself of the Canonicity of all the books in your Bible, 
many of which were so long and extensively matters of 
doubt. But what are the unlearned to do to nlake out 
their faith, and those whose time is so closely engaged 
in other pursuits? Excluding, by their first principle 
of Protestantism, all infallible Ecclesiastical authority, 
how shall they decide, unhesitatingly, between the 
disagreements in antiquity, the disagreements mnongst 
early reformers, and the disagreements amongst modern 
professors of Protestantisll1, concerning the sacred 
books? flow shall they ascertain, how nHwh of their 
accepted faith can claim to be Divine; how much is 
111crely human, because it rests on Dlerely historical 
evidence? 'Vhat discredit must fall upon the Bible I 
'Vhat an abundant source of Ration3lism and Infi- 
delity r These cons(\quences flow frOlll your avowed 
principles-they are rejected and consistently refuted, 
by RODlan Catholics only. You may pretend to dis.. 
card the legitiInate conclusions to which Haldane, 
Benson, Doddridge, Grier, Pretynlan, and a host of 
other Protestants have arrived; but you do so incon- 
sistently, and unreasonably. 
Your only answer is the following wretched illustra- 
tion :-" So then, if a posttnan brings Dle a letter from 
a' friend, lilY faith in the contents of the letter depends 
upon the postnlan." Certainly not. But when, in- 
stead of producing from the Bible proofs of the Canoni- 
city and Inspiration of the whole book, your conduct 
proves that none such are there, and yo.u allege Dothing 
beyond historical testimony, (for your clailn of the in- 
dwelling Spirit cannot be seriously appea!
d to as such 
proof,) it is you who build your faith upon the post- 
Ulan: we rely on God's testimony, pr(:served by I-ris 
Divine institutions. 'Yhich of us ought to "go to 
better writings than Tom Paine's, to find logical ar- 
guments ?" 
To do your next paragraph justice, I must trans1ate 
it into your favourite syllogistic fornl, whereby all its 
striking characteristics will be displared. 
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"The evidence for a succession of Popes rests upon 
historic testimony." 
But the succession of Popes is one of the claims of 
the Church of Rome; "therefore, men's faith in the 
claims of the Church of Rome, " in all and each 01 
them, thoug
 while some, (that quoted being one,) are 
held as mere ecclesiastical facts, others are believed as 
Divine appointments, manifested by God's 'V ord, "rests 
upon historic testimony." 
'Ve come now to what would be the most important 
paragraph of all that you have written, had its admis- 
sion not been pretty clearly anticipated. Haldane 
holds very justly, that Divine belief in the Canonicity 
of each portion of the Scriptures, and in their plenary 
Inspiration, is absolutely essential to Protestant Faith. 
Vicar Grier and Bishop Pretyman, however, with 
others, when pressed for their prvofs of such essential 
belief, were compelled to nlake very extraordinary ad- 
missions, some of which I have quoted; whereupon 
you disc1aimed communion with them. From the be- 
ginning, therefore, of our present controversy, I strove 
to extract from yourself whether you received either 
the Canonicity of the Scripture, or its Inspiration, as 
a divinely revealed truth. Fearful of nlÎstake, and 
experienced in your fertility of evasion, I drew my 
conclusions with caution, though I knew you must 
finally be brought to disavow Divine Faith in both. 
There is now no longer danger of mistake: going 
nluch farther than Doddridge, Benson, Jenkins, Pre- 
tyman, or Grier, \\ hilst still you proclaÏ1n yourself the 
champion of God's Word against unbelieving Roman- 
ists, you plunge headlong into the abyss of Infidelity. 
I q uot
 your language :- 
" You call upon me to say whether the reception of the 
Canon of Scriptures is an act of Di'c1ne Faith. I have 
no hesitatio'N. in answering, DECIDEDLY IT IS NOT." 
I scarcely need remind the reader that you professed. 
to recognize no distinction between the Canonicity of 
ScIiptnre and its Inspiration: and that no equivoca- 
tion is set up about saving faith: but, your answer is 
given simply and absolutely. 
Therefore, you are not longer at liberty to question 
· PP. 250. 297.29 8 .3 1 2.3 1 3. 
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that any person, upon a mere crotchet, with or with- 
out reason, may reject one or more of the books of 
your Bible, that he may reject the whole, that he may 
deny their Divine Inspiration, and refuse to credit 
their authority, and yet not offend in the slightest de- 
gree true Cill istian belief 1 He will be, perhaps, a bad 
logician, a sceptic in matters of history, no more I 
Having, therefore, according to your Sixth Article, no 
other means of coming to a knowledge of revealed doc- 
trine except by the Scriptures, for the Sixth Article 
does not I ecognize the in -dwelling wi thin you of the 
Spirit of God, and no one will credit it without super- 
natural proof which many will be curious to witness; 
and, as you profess to be without any assurance from 
God, that the Scriptures contain His revelation, for 
otherwise the reception of the Canon of Scripture 
would be an act of Divine Faith, nothing remains con- 
sistently for you, unless to embrace Catholic Unity, or 
to profess pure Ra tionalisnl. 
As for historical testimony, it is totally unequal to 
the task you assign it; it is only the rnodus ij'adendii; 
but,- the Inspiration of the Scriptures by God to the 
,vriters of the several books, the res tradita, how could 
historical testimony arrive at such supernatural know- 
ledge? It must have been divinely revealed, that the 
Scriptures were written by Inspiration, or history could 
not possess the fact; and if history do possess the fact, 
yet derives it not from a clear declaration of Scripture, 
extending to every book in the Canon, and all its parts, 
then it can only descend from God's unwritten word, 
preserved through historical testimony by God's special 
superintendance. Now this is a Divine Tradition: its 
belief in a Christian spirit, is an act of Divine faith in 
the whole Canon, and in the direct Inspiration of the 
Scriptures: it, and it alone, lies at the foundation of 
supernatural Divine faith, which it impresses upon all 
the conclusions derived from God's Word. 
Your attempts to do away with the effects of your 
avowal, are pure sophisms. " Divine faith," you say, 
"is a confidence in God, wrought in the heart atld mind 
by the Holy Ghost." Such a definition of faith applies 
rather to the virtue of hope: or if, improperly, to faith, 
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it describes faith subjectively, after it is formed in Ulan; 
110t objectively, which essentially presuppose3 Divine 
revelation. }"'rom this you are excluded by your prin- 
ciplcs. 
The quotation frolll John v. 39, 40, is as ]ittle to 
your purpose as any passage in the Bible. You rely on 
Jour English version: "Search the Scriptures," as ex- 
l)ressing a command of Christ; whereas you kno,v 
that, in the judgluent of n10st distinguished comnlcn- 
tators, many of them Protestants, a mere indication of 
what was the practice of the Jews, without precept or 
even indication of approval, "Y e ùo search the Scrip- 
tures, " is held to convey more accurately the force of 
the original term, and to be better warranted by the 
context. . 
Your reference to the Jews, who received the Canon 
of Scripture, and yet refused to believe in Christ, 
whence you conclude that they had no Divine }"'ajth, 
sill1ply proves that you understand not the palpable 
distinction between Faith, which is partial only, and 
therefore in
ufficient, and Faith universal, working in 
chal'ity. Your next paragraph is a repetition of the 
SaIne blunder in another fornl. Had I asserted that 
Divine }"aith in the Canonicity and Inspiration of 
Scripture, is the only act of f:'1ith required for salvation, 
there would be sonlewhat of reason in your logic; but 
:Faith to be saving, TIlUst comprise, explicitly or impli- 
citly, every revealed truth; (l\Iark xvi. 16.) and 1vithal 
":Faith, if it hath not works,"-repentance, hope, and 
charity, fulfilling tHe cOlllnlandmel1ts,-" is dead."- 
( James ii. 26.) 
Your vulgarislns against the infallibility of the 
Church are quite out of place in the present topic of 
di'3cussion, and therefore I will not waste time or space 
in refuting thenl, much as their characteristic mis- 
staten1ents are tenlpting. 
FrOlll the question of inspiration of the Bible JOu 
pass back to its Canonicity, appealing to the testi:mony 
of the Jews. Have you forgotten, so soon, your protest 
against lny reference to the N estorians and Eutychißlls, oj: 
not nlerely for their present belief, as you appeal to 
the actual belief of the rejected Jews, but for their 
· P. 14-1-. 
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Dlost decisive testilllony to the belief which was uni- 
versal in the Christian Church, within 400 years after 
Christ? The value due to the Jewish Canon, I shall 
have early occasion to notice. l\Ieanwhile, we have a 
Teacher, far more excellent than even l\Ioses and the 
Prophets, whose revelations were not to be circunl- 
scribed by their authority; and frollI IIim we claim to 
derive our Canon. 
For the New Tesiament, the inquirer is directed to 
the" Protestant Edition" of tIle original Greek text, 
and is told that" a Ronlan Catholic Bishop would be 
compelled to answer, It is honest." Yes, sir, it is 
honest; but only inasmuch as it corresponds with 
ear!ier ROlllan Catholic copies. Yet, in the Greek Tes- 
tament there are multitudes of various readings, very 
seriously altering the nleaning of passages important to 
Christian belief-as Beza and other Protestant critics 
have demonstrated-calculated, therefore, to embarrass 
the inquirer, were there not the speaking interpretation 
and guidance of an unerring Church. 
Your assertion, that the Douay version comes gra- 
dually nearer to that of the Church of England, is 
true only so far as the latter; by correcting some of its 
original glarin
 errors, has din1Ìnished the distance be- 
tween the versions. 
That" the nlinisters of various sects would with one 
voice acknowledge the truthfulness of English transla- 
tions, and the Canonicity of the Books of the Scri p- 
ture," is di3proved by the fact of various Dissenting 
l\Iinisters and others having denounced the English 
Scriptures as very erroneous in l1Iatters of serious mo- 
ment. (See four letters of the Rev. 1\11'. Curtis to the 
Bishop of London, Offer's examination before a Conl- 
n1Ìttee of the House of Conlllions in 1832, &c.) Whe- 
ther the Unitarian would admit, as you assert, the 
illlmeasurably superior excellence of your translation 
over his, I beg leave to doubt. The Canonicity ot 
some of your Books has never ceased to be questioned 
by nlany and learned Plotestants; and the assertion 
that, "if a Protestant had the opportunity of asking a 
Priest of any Oriental Church the same question"-(by 
the gramluatical construction of your language, if it is 



364 THE SIXTH ARTICLE OF THE CHGRCH OF EXGLAXD. 


to be taken as the guide to your lueaning, the question 
is-the truthfulness of your translation3, and the Can- 
onicity of your Scriptural Books)-" he would have 
the same answer from all," is an absurdity, as regards 
the translation of which they could not judge, and 
reckless of truth as regards the Canon, since there is 
not one of tlte Clu'istian Oriental Chm.ches 'whose Can0171 
agrees with yours, or diffe.rs fì.o'Jn ours. 
But, for what purpose are you now putting forwarù 
the Jewish Canon, the Greek Testanlent, and the Eng- 
lish version, except as an evasion of the questions at 
issue. 1\ly oqjections, which alone ought to occupy 
you, were limited to the possibility of your proving, 
by the only authority recognised in your Sixth Article, 
viz., the written 'Vord of God-the Canonicity and In- 
spiration of the Book of Esther in the Old Testament 
-in the New, those of the Epistle to the Hebrews, 
the 2nd and 3rd Epistles of St. Peter- the 2nd and 3rd 
of St. J ohn--those of SSe James and Jude-and the 
Book of Revelations. Those objections you scarcely 
make the fainttst attempt to confront. You fly to 
"the in-dwelling Spirit of God," which your Sixth 
Article does not permit to be received in proof of any 
doctrine of faith; and, finally, you formally avow that 
you are unable to form an act of Divine Faith, in 
either your Canon or its Inspilatiön. 
After all this, must I admire, or be disgusted by the 
cool confidence with which you ,vould pass off Catho- 
lics-the unflinching and ever-consistent champions of 
the Canon of Script lIre, and its absolute Inspiration, 
,vho assign to the Church a very inferior degree of Di- 
vine assistance-as "actuated by a fearful purpose of 
lowering the testimony of God's ,V ord, in order to ag- 
grandise the authority of the priesthood;" whilst you, 
whose extorted avowals are before the reader, still 
have the daring to congratulate yourself that "all the 
sophistry of ill-directed learning cannot deprive the 
unlearned, but earnest and hone3t inquirer, of the full 
assurance that the Bible is indeed the 'V ord of God I" 
1\1 Y arguments, impugning directly your Sixth Arti- 
cle are commonly noticed only to mis-state them; 
\vhilst topics irrelevant to the legitimate controversy, 
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or only affecting it indirectly, if perchance the concise 
notice I intentionally take of such leave pretext for 
cavilling, receive from you attention, very dispropor- 
tionate to their merits. Thus, my reply to your quota- 
tion from Acts xvii. 11, 12, brief and general, because 
that quotation bears only upon the illegitimate heading 
of your letters against which I have protested, " The 
Fulness and Sufficiency of Scripture," is fastened upon, 
as though it were meant to represent a fully-developed 
refutation. This induces me to offer a few further ob- 
servations thereon; concise, indeed, because, as I re- 
m
rked above, your objection is a cunning departure 
from the real matter of discussion, yet interesting, I 
trust, to candid readers. 
1. The text you alleged, bears directly only upon a 
controversy with which we are not, at present, in the 
slightest degree concerned-the pretended right of 
private judgment on the meaning of Scripture ;-has 
but small connection with that, from which the heading 
of your replies would mislead the reader, the absolute 
sufficiency of Scripture to prove every article of Faith i 
-and has not the smallest connection with the objec- 
tions I had raised against the inconsistency of your 
Sixth Article with itself, and with other doctrines of 
.t\..nglicanism. I needed not, therefore, to have done 
more, at the utmost, than to point to a principle of solu- 
tion; especially as we, emLracing the only true mean- 
ing of the passage, commend those amongst our oppo- 
nents who, instead of unjustly refusing us a hearing, 
search the Scriptures to see whether the references 'we 
make to them, be so or not. 
2. The Apostles, not excluding St. Paul, were ap- 
pointed by God, infallible guides iT' the interpreta- 
tion of Scripture, and of all revealed truths. (John 
xiv. 17.) 
3. The Apostles were commanded to preach as men 
having authority from Jesus Christ, and secured by Him 
from fear of error; (
fatt. xxviii. 19, 20.) and all men 
were required to believe upon their teaching autho- 
rity, without discussion, as upon that of Christ Himself: 
(Luke x. 16.) 
4. But this obliga.tion could bind none, except 
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those who had sufficient evidence of their Divine 
l\lission. 
5. Applying these principles, unquestionable amongst 
Christian believers, to the case of the Bereans, it must 
be manifest. that, until St. Paul's teaching authority 
""as recognized by then1, they were in the saUle posi- 
tion with regard to that Apostle, as with regard to 
the Catholic Church are Protestants ;-that is, one and 
the other are deserving of cOlumendation for searching 
the testimonies admitted on both sides, the Scriptures. 
So soon, however, as thereby the Bereans should obtain 
sufficient evidence, that he whOln St. Paul preached 
,vas the l\Iessias, and that St. Paul was appointed IIis 
infallible representative, the authority of the _t\.postle 
,vonld replace all further argulnent, and the subsequent 
truths he lnight announce would, at once, be entitled 
to implicit belief, sÍ1nply because infallible authority 
had so taught. Accordingly, we see the Apostles, in 
their Epistles to their Christian brpthren, not subn1Ït- 
ting argulnents to the discussion of each one's priyate 
judglnent, but dogn1atically declaring doctrine and 
practice. Your argument, if worth anything, would 
go to prove that the Bereans might, to the end, have 
refused to believe upon St. Paul's testimony. till con- 
vinced by private examination of the Scriptures! 
6. Divine truth, received upon infallible authority, 
is always ultinlately believed, not upon the word of lURn 
,vho announces it, but on God's revelation, made known 
through man. 
Lastly. Disbelief in .1postolic teaching, or its rejec- 
tion, on the part of anyone to ,vhon1 it had been 
sufficiently proposed, (no less than disbelief in, or rejec- 
tion of, any other Divine revelation or institution,) 
,vould be a grievous crime against the reverence due 
to God, and, consequently, entail eternal damnation, 
equally with the rejection of any which may be termed 
n10re essential articles of faith.-(
Iark xvi. 16.) 
By these principles, applied to lny concise refutation 
of your inferences from Acts xvii. 11, 12,-" the 
Bcreans are comlnended for seeking Scripture evidence 
of the authority claimed by St. Paul, ere they refused 
subnlÏssion to it"-that refutation is developed, and 
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fully justified against your censures; as also against the 
sophistry by which you inlpugn it. 
The difficulties you allege against my answer to your 
reference to John v. 39. regarding the date when the 
Hebrew Canon was determined, and the weight due to 
tlla t Canon, are fallacies. 
1. That the Jewish Church had authority from God 
to determine infallibly controversies on faith, is a point 
whereon nlY proofs, in the first part of our discuf5Úon, >Æ- 
have not been shaken by your objections. If, there- 
fore, that Church, during the period of its legitinlate 
n1Înistry, had determined by a dogmatical definition 
which books were Canonical and Inspired, and which 
were not, its decision would have just weight among 
Catholics. 
2. But that any snc1l solemn judgnlent was given 
appears nowhere. Let its date be adduced and proved; 
let its terms be set forth. In fact, the very earliest 
intinlation we have, of what books constitute the Canon 
of the Jews, is given by J05ephus, subsequently to the 
destruction of Jerusalem; for, although Philo, is 
sonletimes referred to by Protestants, he does not 
recite the books fonning the Jewish Canon: neither 
does Josephus enUlnerate them, by their names. All 
the light thrown, by even the latter, upon the books of 
the Jewish Canon is, that he reckons therein twenty- 
two books; five books of the Law, thirteen of the Pro- 
phets, and four of HYlnns. Your Bible enumerates 
thirty-nine, which you reconcile with Josephus, by con- 
jecture only. 
3. The omission, in several primitive Canons, of the 
Book of Esther, awl their disagreement concerning 
others, as shown in my first lettel, are conclusive 
against the existence of a fornlal definition of the 
Canon, by either the recognized Jewish, or early 
Christian Churches. 
4. If, as is very probable, and as is held by learned 
Protestants, tlle Jewish Canon, to which Protestants 
appeal, was not determined until the second or third 
Christian century, everyone will clearly see th
t 
neither of your alleged consequences follow; either 
that, by not admitting such Canon (because formed 
· P. 25 et seq. 
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after the Jewish Church had, in fulfih11ent of propllecy, 
lost its privileges,) I cuntradict its claim to Íllfà1libility, 
before the coming of the 
lessias; or, that I am incon- 
sistent in maintaining that St. J eronle appealed to the 
Jewish Canon, in the fourth century. 
5. In the tilne of St. Jerome there is much reason 
for supposing that the Jews had furmed their Canon, 
such as it appears in the Talmud, and as is adopted by 
the Protestant Bible. As yet the Catholic Church had 
not fully examined the testimonies of the faithful men 
\vho had been in'3tructed by the Apostles, before many 
\vitnesses, (2 Tim. ii. 2.) nor consequently defined its 
Canon; though there are l110St striking proofs of a long- 
existing and widely-diffused helief in the Canonicity 
and Inspiration of all the books we hold. IIence St. 
Jerome may be excused for accepting the Canon of the 
Jews, since he does not, as you have frequently mis- 
stated, reject as uninspired the Duetero-canonical Books, 
but, on the contrary, quotes several of them as inspired 
by tIle 1-loly Ghost. (See nlY 
econd and third replies 
on the Infallibility of the Roman Catholic Church..) It 
nla.y be well to remark that the term apocryphal, 
as applied by lllany of the Fathers to the Deutero- 
canoniC31 Books, inlplies not the meaning of false and 
supposititious, as assigned to it by most of our adversa- 
ries for a purpose; and this has been acknowledged by 
candid Protestants.-l\lalou, voL ii. p. 12. 
Thus, sir, are my refutations not inconsistent with 
former argunlents; whilst everyone who ,veighs these 
explanations, will acquire increased evidence of your 
unfairness, or ignorance. 
But you quote against me St. Augustine. Now, if 
there be a decisive proof of dishonesty, it is when a lllan 
garbles a quotation fur the manifest purpose of deceiv- 
ing his readers, and thus obtaining a tenlporary advan- 
tage. Such, sir, has been repeatedly your conduct, as 
I have proved in the course of our controversy; and if 
you retain a spark of religion or honour, you are bound 
to apologise for every instance; as yet you have not 
done so, in a single one. 
It was very unlikely that St. Augustine, who sets 
forth our Canon in his ,vork "De Doctrina Christiana," 
· pp. 101. 183- 188. 
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L. 2. c. 8. n. 13. and who subscribed to it solemnly in 
the Councils of Hippo find Carthage, should in his 
book, "De Civitate Dei," reject it, as you here repre- 
sent. But you seem incapable of reasoning, when 
under the influence of Catlwlico-plwbia. Let the 
reader judge between your corrupt version, and the 
true reading. 

Ir. Baylee quotes St. 
Augustine thus :- 
CI This reckoning is not found in the 
Holy Scriptures that are called Ca- 
nonicAl, but in CERTAIN OTHER BOOKS, 
amongst which are the Books o/the JIac- 
,abee$."-L. 18, c. 36. 


St. Augustine writes 
tllus :- 
., This reckoning is not found in the 
Holy Scriptures that are caned Canoni- 
cal, but in certain other books, amongst 
which are the boots of the Maccabees, 
WHICH THE JEWS DO NOT CONSIDE& 
CÃ.NONICAL, BUT THE CHURCH DOES: 
quos non Judæi sed Ecclesia pro ca-, 
nonicis habet." 


I in3ist, sir, upon your not overlooking, in your re-, 
ply, this charge of grossly-garblpd quotation. 
After you shall have satisfied thereon yourself, and 
every reader who must feel indignant at such a mani- 
fest attempt to mislead him by falsehood, I beg to sub- 
mit to your sense of honour another similar offence, 
recurring after four short paragraphs. 
l\Ir. Baylee writes :- St. Augustine writes :- 
- Ie St. Augustine rejected an argu- CI This book of Scripture (hanc qui- 
roelltin favour of suicide, drawn from dem Scripturam) which is called l\Iac- 
the case of Razias in the Book of Mac- cllbees, the Jews do not hold as they 
cabees, alleging that the book had not do the Law, the Prophets, and the 
Divine authority, not being in the J ew- Psalms, to which the Lord bears testi- 
ish Canon."-Contra Gaudent. L. I. mony. saying: · All things must needs 
be fulfilled which are written in the 
Law. and the Prophets, and the 
Psalms concerning me.' But it Í$ 
received by the Church." 


Now, sir, do not forget to point out where you found 
St. Augustine alleging that the book had not Divine 
authority I 
The division of the Scriptures by our Saviour into 
the Law, the Prophets, and the Psalms, is much too 
vague to decide that no other books are Canonical ; or, 
,vhat would you do with J oshua, Judges, Esther, and 
many more? Still more inconclusive are your refer- 
ences to His testimony of the Inspiration of Scripture 
-meaning, as you are bound to do, the Inspiration of 
every Book in your Canon, and all portions thereof: 
1Ynat testimony is it to the Canonicity and Inspiration 
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of Kings, Chronicles, &c., that our Redeen1er cans the 
Levitical Laws, the Conlnlandu1ents of God. (::\1att. 
xv. 3.) t-or that He says: Not one jot of the written 
Law shoulù fail. (l\Iatt. v. 18.)? But wIlY need yuu 
put forward the testimony of God at all, since you con- 
tend that the Inspiration of Scripture is not a ll1atter of 
Divine Faith? 
Your assertion, that St. John's Gospel, or any other 
book of Scripture, is absolutely sufficient to make nlcn 
perfect, may justify inquiry, for what purpose so ll1any 
duties, not prescribed therein, are enjoined in other 
books ?-why a costly State Church need exist ?-why 
a single chapter, a single verse, or less, may not 
equally suffice? 
On 2 Tim. iii. 15, you allege nothing ne,v, nor can I 
iInagine why you returned to it. 1\1y replies are before 
the reader. Your objection concerning the Creed of 
Pope Pius the Fourth has been solved a little above by 
my remarks on the Bereans, it has nothing to do with 
our Controversy, and Ï1nplies ll1isrepresentation of our 
doctrines. 
Nothing relnains, to which I have not abundantly 
replied, save a quotation from St. Athanasius, in sup- 
1)ort of your position, not being the question at issue, 
the absolute sufficiency of Scripture, and another fronl 
St. I-lilary, certainly very much to your purpose, if it 
'lccre not falsely rep'i.esented. 
To the quotation fr0111 St. Athanasius you appear to 
attach special importance, as it is a repetition with a 
few verbal alterations of that given in your first reply. 
As a specil11en, therefore, of the value due to the rest, 
I will devote a few lines to its consideration. 
As a general solution I remarked, in my preceding 
letter, that "the language of the Fathers, which you 
adduce to support the absolute fulness of Scripture, is 
commonly restricted, by the context, to certain special 
topics, which they were discussing." The passage of 
St. Athanasius is an instance. The object of the work 
containing it, his" Oration against the Pagans," is to 
prove the falsehood and absurdity of idolatry-and it 
is in reference to this question, so clearly determined 
by the written "\V ord, and not absolutely, as you would 
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have the reader suppose, that St. Athanasius says: 
"The IIoly Scriptures given by inspiration of God, 
are sufficient to the discovery of truth." But even 
this position is modified by the next sentence, which 
requires the writings of the Fathers for the undQr- 
standing of Scripture: "There are many books written 
on that subject by our holy masters, which if anyone 
read, lle will in some measUJ'e undørstand tile meaning of 
the Scripture." 
The passage from St. Hilary is not a repetition of a 
former quotation, as you state, but has the extra merit 
of novelty. 'Vithout making any further comment 
upon the infamy of falsifying the nleaning of an author, 
for the sake of deceiving your readers, on a question of 
d(:,ép interest, I invite thenl to contrast carefully your 
n1Ïsrepresentation with the original, of which I subnlit 
an accurate version. 



Ir. Baylee's quotation: 
"The Word of God 'DiU suffident for 
belie'"ers ; for wha t is there that is not 
contained in that mystery of human sal- 
yation? Or, what is deficient (in the 
Scriptures) or vhat i.ç obscw"e? }<'or 
aU things in them are full, as being' 
from Him who is full and perfect.') 
.. On the Trinit}'."-L. Ü., c. I. 


St. Hilary: 


"Sufficiebat credentibus Dei senno, 
qui in aun's nostras Evangelistæ tes- 
timonio cum ipsâ veritatis suæ ,irtutc 
transfusus est, cum dicit Dominus: 
'Euntes doeete omnes gentes, b!lpti. 
zantes eos in nomi::e l'atris, et Filii, 
et Spiritus Sancti.... .. Et ecce Eg'o 
vobiscum sum omnibus diebus, usque 
ad consummationtm sæculi.' Quid 
cnim in eo de Sacramento salutis hu- 
manæ non continetllr? Aut quid est 
quod sit reliquum aut obscurum ? 
Pleua sunt omnia, ut a pleno et a per- 
fecto perfecta." 
"Sufficient for believers" (he is treating of the Tri- 
nity) "was the speech of God, which was transn1Ïtted to 
our ears by the testimony of the Evangelist with the 
power of its own truth, when the Lord said: 'Go, 
teach all nations, baptising them in the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the IIoly Ghost......and 
10! I anI with you all days, even to the consumnlation 
of the world.' For what is there that is not contained 
in that discourse, concerning the mystery of human sal- 
vation? Or what is deficient or obscure" (not in the 
Scriptures, but in the words spoken by our Saviour 
concerning that mystery)? "All things" (manifestly 
not in the Scriptures. but in the words quoted) "are 
full, as being from Him who is full and perfect." 
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'Yas there ever a n:ore glaring instance of unscrupu- 
lous falsification? Yet its malignity is about equalled 
by the penultimate paragraph of your reply. " His 
[my] only ground of attack is that those very Scrip- 
tures which he is so reluctantly compelled to acknO'\v- 
ledge, (1) are received by us also as the infallible 'Y ord 
of God." (1) 
Conscience and honour forbid you to pass by, 'with- 
out explanation or apology, so many proofs against 
,vhat should be most dear to a n1inister of religion, 
honesty and truth. Let the reader mark your next 
reply. 
The extreme length of this letter, ,,,,hich could not 
have been abridged without leaving you a pretext for 
outcry, as heretofore, that I shrank from one or other 
of your difficulties, precludes my conc]uding with a 
review of our discussion. Yet fearlessly, to the con- 
scientious judgment of our readers, enlightened and 
fortified through earnest prayer, and striving not to be 
misled by captious sophistry, or to be diverted from the 
only real matters in dispute, I leave with much con- 
fidence the merits of our Controversy. l\Iy own con- 
viction nssures me that, of your argunlents, there is not 
a single one deserving notice which I have omitted to 
meet fairly, and disprove satisfactorily; that of mine, 
not one has received at your hands justice, not one 
there is but which has been either evaded, mis-stated, 
or perverted by misrepresentation of some sort. Let 
the reader study and decide for himself. 
Having the advantabe of the last letter, I beg to 
remind you that, by every principle of justice, you are 
bound to use it honourably. That is, you are not at 
liberty to quit your position of defendant, by intro- 
ducing topics not within the strict lin1Ïts of our 
appointed discussion, or, byassun1Ïng the character of 
Objector; or, least of all, by nlis-statements, or mis- 
quotations. Should such unfair advantages be taken, 
I claim a right to expose them briefly by foot-notes, in 
the complete edition which I propose publishing, as 
soon as possible after your third reply shall appear. 
UnnlOved by the treatment I experienced at your 
hands, in regard to the first topic of our controyersy, 



BISHOP nRO'\D{'S THIRD LETTER. 373 


when you hurried to the press without any communi- 
cation, with me, even without waiting for 111Y conclud- 
ing letter, I hereby offer you, as I have privately done, 
equal advantages with myself in the proposed publica- 
tion. You shall be at liberty to revise and COIrect the 
press; and you may share with 111e the profit or loss of 
the whole, or of the second part only, at your option. 
But, for the sake of those who are desirous of procuring 
our correspondence in a collected form, I n1ust insist 
upon your furnishing early your last letter, and upon 
your securing the early insertion of arrears in the Jlm"n- 
ing Herald. 
As at the commencement of this letter, EO in its 
conclusion, I beg to protest against tre heading of your 
replies. The subject chosen by me for your defence, 
according to my acknowledged right, and which you 
had agreed to adopt literally, was no other than" the 
Sixth AIticle of the Church of England." If I did 
not object, at the con1mencen1ent, to your substituting 
a very inappropriate title, it was because I treated you 
with violated confidence. But to make it appear, as you 
have done, taking unjust advantage from your own Inis- 
statement, that I was primarily contending, absolutely 
and without explanation, against the" fulness and suf- 
ficiency of Holy Scripture ;" and to represent that I 
an1, at the same time, contending as against Scripture," 
for" the Traditions OF )IE:i ;" whereas Catholics cling 
to the" fulness and sufficiency of ScriptuIe," in the 
same sense as the Holy Fathers did (see St. Athanasius 
above), and whereas 'lce admit no Dirine traditions a.
 
originating in lJlen, but only as handed down by their 
testimony, whilst '!Iou, on the con h'a ry, Pl'ofess to de1-ive 
all the belief your Sixth Article allou's JjOlt to have in the 
Canonicity alul InspÜ"ation of SC1.zpture, ABSOLUTELY 
FRO
I THE TRADITIOXS OF l\IE
, ORIGIXATIXG THEREI
; 
such misrepresentation, expressed by the headings of 
your letters, cannot practically be considered anything 
less, than a cunningly devised falsehood. 
Nor will it avail you to reply that, in my last letter 
upon the former subject of discussion, I announced 
that the next question would be-" 'Yhether the 8crip- 


25 
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ture alone contains, with that evidence which is neces- 
sary for divine faith, all the doctrines which man is 
bound to believe;" and that this is equivalent to your 
heading. l\Iy foregoing explanations reconcile a rejec- 
tion of that position, ".ith our admission of "the 
fulness and sufficiency of Scripture, " in the Conclusions, 
or in the Principles whence they are derived; and your 
addi tion, "wi thou t the traditions of men," has not a 
pretext of authority. l\Ioreover, all that I stated was, 
sin1ply, that the next discussion would involye the 
aforesaid question. In opening the second subject, I 
alleged that D1Y business was \vith your Sixth Article; 
and the matter of controversy which, in the exercise of 
111Y unquestionable right, I called upon you to argue, 
'vas: "On the Sixth Article of the Church of Eng- 
land." 
And now, it remains for me only to implore earnestly 
that Omnipotent Being, to ,vhose honour, an1idst other 
incessant occupations of yet higher duty, I have dedi- 
cated, with humble daily prayer, the wearisome labours 
of this Controversy, that lIe besto,v upon the cause 
of Truth lIis Divine blessing. 
Already, hath He allowed me the consolation of 
knowing that my weak efforts have been instrumental, 
through His grace, in conducting to the conviction and 
profession of Catholic Truth, at least three persons of 
acute intelligence and sincere purpose. By our con- 
troversy, He has opened their eyes to see clearly the 
necessity of an unerring guide, amidst the obscurities 
and dangers of prh ate judgnlent-involving, as this 
does, the essence of all religious controversy; beyond 
'v hich, details of dispu ta tion are calculated but to per.. 
plex the bulk of n1ankind. He has taught them to 
Iecognise man's divinely authorised Guide, in that 
Church alone, whose claims and principles are self-con- 
sistent; and He has filled theln with courage to trample 
upon the tenlporal considerations, which deter too 
many fron1 embracing the interests of their Eternity. 
So, Inay II is power and Hi
 mercy be manifested in 
In:1ny others, and in yourself. 
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" X ot to us, 0 Lord, not to us, but to Thy name 
give glory.'"-Amen. 


I remain, Reverend Sir, 


Your faithful Servant in Jesus Christ, 


+ T. J. BROW
. 


Chepstow, Dec. 8th, 1851. 



THE 


FULNESS AND SUFFICIENCY 


OF 


HOLY SCRIPTURE 


WITHOUT TIIE TRADITIOXS OF.l\IE
". 


T/âì"d Letter from the Ret'. J. Ba!Jlee to tIle Right 
Reverend Bishop Brown. 


St. Aidan's, Jan. 6. 1852. 


Right Reverend Sir, 
The solemnities of this holy season with all the 
additiona] demands which it brings, will be a sufficient 
apology to all candid minds for my delay in replying to 
your last letter. 


· As a matter of justice to myself and my cause, I beg to inform the readers 
of this controversy, that its conclusion and publication have been delayed for 
many months, owing to the Rev. 
Ir. Baylee omitting to secure the fulfilmeut 
of an important condition mutually agreed upon, that the letters on each side 
should be "published simultarlÆ( usly in a leading .Protestant, and Roman Ca- 
tholic Journal." )lr. Baylee engaged the Morning Herald on his side; but 
ever after my first letter, the condition was grossly violated on the part of my 
opponeht; and my concluding lotter has been excluded from the columns of 
the Morning Herald for more than four months, though between the Sessions 
of Parliament, without a prospect of its ever appearing. :Frequent remon- 
strances I have urged in vain. The 'last, addressed to )Ir. Baylee several 
weeks since, is without the civility of a reply or notice. 
This persevering violation of his obligation would free me from owing him 
that consideration, which otherwise I should pay to tIle final letter. 
But, moreoyer, 
Ir. Baylee"s dishonourable and unjust endeavours to pro- 
duce an unfair last impression, not only by the introduction of new topics, and 
fearless reassertions of refuted statement!!, as though no reply had been given, 
but also by new misrepresentations and calumnies, leave me no alternative 
than '0 become, by silence, a crnsenting party thereto; or to -vindicate the 
rights of truth by annexing a few brief notes, simply corrective. My inten- 
tion I made known to him publicly and privately, as contingent upon his per- 
severing to seek unjust advantages; yet this letter shows that the temptation 
was too great to be controlled by my warnin
. I may add that I offered him 
the right of annexing similar notes to my concludin
 reply on the former sub- 
ject, should lhere appear any occasion for them. + T. J. ß. 
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Before I sum up my observations upon the important 
controversy, in which we have been so long engaged, 
I shall follow you step by step through each paragraph 
of your last lett{>r, without adverting to the innumera- 
ble matters in my letters, which you have left altogether 
untouched.. The candid and attentive reader will dis- 
cern these for hinlself, and will not fail to discover 
why you have judged it more prudent to leave them 
unanswered. 
You protest against my "unfairness" in selecting, as 
the title of our present controversy, "The fulness 
and sufficiency of Holy Scripture." I am truly glad 
that you have been compelled to admit the gravity of 
the charge which such a title involves. But let me 
ask you, is Holy Scripture full and sufficient? If it 
be, how is it that a large proportion of your former 
letter 'was occupied with the awful assertion, that we 
could not prove many of the fundamental doctrines of 
the Christian relIgion by Scripture alone?t 
I
nowing the force of a syllogistic argument with 
most readers, I shall place your two statements in that 
form, befo! e ours:- 
In one letter, Bishop Brown asserts that some funda- 
mental doctrines of the Christian religion cannot be 
proved by Holy Scripture alone. 
But if Holy Scripture were full and sufficient, those 
doctrines could be proved by them alone. 
Therefore, Bishop Brown asserts in one letter that 
the Holy Scriptures are not full and sufficient. 
In his last letter, Bishop Brown complains of the 
controversy being represented to be upon the fullless 
and sufficiency of Holy Scripture. 
This complaint must have arisen from one of two 
causes: either that he believes in the fulness and suf- 
ficiency of Holy Scripture, or that he is ashamed of 
being convicted of such an error. 


· Pray, reader, examine if there be a 8ingle argument of any weight whlêh 
I have not solved. Then examine the other side, contrasting assertion with 
reality. 
t Misrepresentation! :My position was. that some retJealed cOllclusiO'l/s. 8urh as 
the Canonicity ot Scripture. its Inspiration and otbers, cannot be proved from 
the written word alone. witb the unquestionable evidence requisite for dhine 
faith. See pp. 23 0 , 232-235. 373 et seq, 
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But Bishop Brown has already argued his di!3belief 
of their fulness and sufficiency. Therefore, he is 
ashamed of plainly asserting their insufficiency and 
,vant of fulness. 
I bless God, sir, for that opening paragraph of your 
letter, and I hope it may open the eyes and hearts of 
many of our Roman Catho1ic readers, to believe in the 
blessed fulness of the written word of God. 
To your nine new paragraphs of personalities,. I shall 
make a very brief reply. I am in possession of a re- 
ceipt of l\lessrs. Longulan's for a copy of our correspon- 
dence on the very day on ,vhich your long delayedt 
and unexpected third letter was sent to the paper. 
I could not, therefore, have suppressed what was not 
in existence. 
To my repeated warnings to Roman Catholic Father:; 
and I-Iusbands, respecting the foul abcminations of the 
confessional, you reply, "I will certainly not indulge 
your prurient longings to gratify obscenity and false- 
hood." Oh what a confession for a Roman Catholic 
Bishop It 
The questions put by confessors to wives and daugh- 
ters are such a nlfiSS of "obscenity," that no Homan 
Catholic ecclesiastic would dare to expose himself to 
the execrations of his people, by venturing to subn1Ït 
those polluting questions to a Rûll1an Catholic jury. 
It is, sir, an awful subject. I do not wonder that 
you did not dare to encounter the test. 
I shall certainly give you no right of notes by di- 
verging into proofs reFpecting St. Bonaventure's idola. 
trous psalter. If you wish to take up the subject in a 


. Occupied by disproofs of mis-statementS. Blasphemons, Idolatrous, Hy- 
pocrite, Romanist. Arian, Socnian. &c., go for nothing with Mr. Haylee when 
uttered by himself-not to' speak of the calumnies aganist the whO'le Catholic 
Church, individually and collectively. 
t }Iisrl'presentations I The letter WR5 forwarded with the shortest pos
ible 
ðelav, and reached Mr. Baylee. if not before hi& cO'py was received, at least 
before the p 1 1blication was distributed. It ought not to' have been unf:'X- 
pected. Only one of many charges, introduced into this controverr.y by 
lr. 
Baylee, has been attempteù to be answered. See pp. 262-2 6 5, 323, 324-. 
t See p. 119, 325. 
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separate publication, I anl ready to meet you upon the 
question. · 
Indeed, I need not discuss the question of its authen- 
ticity, for you acknowledge the Catholicity of its doc- 
trines. I am satisfied that all earnest enquirers will 
believe it to be idolatrous to worship the Blessed Vir- 
gin, saying to her: 
"Holy, holy, holy l\Iary, l\Iother of God. 
"To thee Cherubinl and Seraphim 
,;; Continually do service." 
It is idolatry, sir, and truly fearful IS the guilt of 
that nlan who dares to palliate it.t 
I now conle to your replies to Dlyarguments respect- 
ing the Sixth Article of the Church of England. 
I state that our Article "asserts historical testi- 
nlony to be the ground of our reception of the Canon 
of Scripture. " 
You assert this to be "a palpable evasion," and call 
upon nle to prove the authenticity of each book of the 
Bible. 
1\" ow, sir, what is the language of our Article? 
"In the name of the Holy Scripture we do under- 
stand those Canonical books of the Old and K ew Tes- 
tarrient, of whose authority was never any doubt in the 
Church." 
I anl quite willing to leave it to the judgment of our 
readers, whether it is not the doctrine of our Article, 
that historical testimony is the ground of our reception 
of the Canon of Scripture. 
I beg also to ren1Ìnd Jon, that I have already declared 
D1Y readiness to discuss the new question 
 proposed by 
Jon, namely, the authenticity of each book of the 
Bible. As it formed no part of th
 subject of the 


. ){r. B. was not at 1iberty to make charges branded as calnmnious, and to 
withhold the proOîi by which they may be tested, when caned upon to pro- 
duce them, From further evidence, I l1enounce the falsehood of his state. 
ments most decidedly. Fear of exposure by notes has not checked him from 
many other mbrepresentation8, which he ball no fight to hope that I "ould ur 
could allow to pass, without censure aud disproof. 
t The discussion of such topics was from the beginnin
 protested ag-ainst by 
me, as excluded by our conditions. Is it just, thus obstinately to em'cnOIll 
with It every lQtter? See pp. 117, 202, 2,61, 3
6. 
: A most discl'odit&ble evasion. What does :Mr. B. represent Canonicity to 
be, but authentioity? See pp. :;T
. 3 1 3. 
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Sixth Article, I could not consent to depart from the 
question you had originally proposed. 
Now, however, if you choose to take up the infidel 
ground, and to deny. the authenticity of any books of 
the Bible, I here declare myself ready to meet you 
upon the question. 
You next deny my statement, that the Church of 
Rome received the Canon upon the sanle testinlony as 
we do in the Church of England. 
In repeating that assertion you deny the authority 
of those ancient Catholic Fathers whose words I have 
already quoted.t 
You contradict also your own assertion in the former 
part of this controversy,t that when S1. Jeronle was 
speaking of the Canonical Scriptures, he nleant the 
Jewish Canon. You also forgot that St. Augustine 
declared the Jews to have been our librarians, in pre- 
serving to us the Canon of Scripture. Both of those 
eminent Catholic Fathers agreed in this with the in- 
spired words of St. Paul: "Unto them (the Jews) 
,vere comlnitted the oracles of God." Ronl. iii. 2. 
You speak again of an act of Divine faith in the 
Canonicity of Scripture. 
Divine faith, sir, is the repose of the soul upon the 
Living God, and not upon the question of Canonicity. 
By your own acknowledgment, the Church is alleged 
by you, (although most falsely,) not to have settled the 
Canon in the days of St. Jerome. 
'Vas she then without Divine faith ?
 
l\Iay all our readers remenlber that Divine f:"lith is 
trust in a Living Being, and not credence In any 
dogma. 
That Divine faith will bring forth the fruit of a holy 
trust in all the truths propounded by that Being. 
You seem to think that you bring heavy charges 
against me in saying:- 


· )1isrepresentation! See J1p. 213,229. 283. 
t None such quotell. 
t 
{i!!orepre!loentation! I merely admitted to exist, before the 4th century. 
that which I considered did not exist early in the first; thou
h in either ca
e 
wc derive the Old Scriptures trom the Jews. See pp. 102, 184. 

 Answered in pp. 88, 18z. 
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I. "Y ou actually profess to throw overboard that 
the Canon is established as a matter of revelation." 
II. "Anyone who for a mere crotchet should choose 
to reject some or all the books of f;cripture, would not 
in your system violate Divine faith." 
To the first I answer, that the Canon is not estab- 
lished as a matter of revelation. 
If it were, how could St. Jerome be in contra- 
riety with the modern Church of Rome respecting the 
Canon? 
The Sc)Oiptures are a Divine revelation. 
The Canon of 
cripture rests upon historic testi- 
mony. 
To the second I answer, that our Blessed Lord said 
to the Samaritan leper, "Thy faith hath made thee 
whole." Luke xvii. 19. He infused Divine faith into 
the Samaritan woman at the well, and unto many of 
her townsnlen, without saying one word to them of the 
Canon of Scripture. \Ve know that the Smnaritans 
did not receive the Jewish Scriptures. Can anything 
nlore plainly show that Divine faith in the Lord Jesus 
Christ nlay co-exist ,vith error respecting the Canoni- 
city of books of the Bible?t 
Your next observation is this :- 
"If Divine faith be not belief in a written revela- 
tion, but in God, no further Christian belief should be 
required of anyone." 
The answer is very sin1ple. 
Faith in God implies faith in all that God is known 
to have said. 
But to doubt whether God has said anything, is not 
to doubt God. 
Therefore, faith in God nlay co-ex.i
t with doubting 
whether certain books were inspired by Him. Indeeù, 
tIllS is so evident, that you admit the same in your 
former letters. 
It is not "the delusion of a night-dream," to assert 
that the Church of Ronle once rejected the Epistle to 


· Answered, pp. 182, 183. 
t Faith may co-exi!';t with doubt or error material, that i
, when the matter 
of belief hd.
 not yet been sufficiently propo
ed; not with formal unbclief. 
See pp. 21, 88, 169. 
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the Hebrews. 'Ve 11ave for this assertion the testimony 
of St. Jerome, in his comments upon Isa. vi. 2. He says, 
"Uncle et Paulus Apostolus in Epistola ad I-Iebræ03, 
quanl Latina consuetudo non recipit."-" 'Vhence also 
I>aul the .r\.postle in his :Epistle to the Hebrews, which 
the Latin custom does not receiYe
" The marginal 
annotation of the Benedictine editors is "Latini non 
recipiebant Epistolam ad I-Iebræos"-" Tho Latins did 
not receive the Epistle to the IIebrews." 
IIere, then, sir, is irrefragable proof that the J
atins, 
including Rorne, did not receive the Epistle to the 
11ebrews. 
'Vhose, then, is the" night-dream ?',. 
Notwithstanding your disclaimer, our intelligent 
readers ,vill still believe that to refuse an argulnen t 
drawn from tha Epistle to the Hebrews, upon the 
ground of the ,vant of authority of that book, is to 
deny its authority, and therefore to deny its canonicity. 
It is, therefore, true, that the Church of Ronle 
denied the authority of the Epistle to the IIebrews. 
, If I have made a mistake in supposing that Bishop 
Brown agreed with the Church of Rome, I am ready to 
acknowledge Iny error, and shall in future believe that 
he does not believe in the assertions of the Church of 
ROlne. 
A great many,vords about an irregularly constructed 
syllogism is no answer to the absurdity of which I con- 
victed you, in your statements of our belief. I shall 
sin1ply refer our readers to my unanswered argulnents 
and sta temen ts. 
In the remaining part of the paragraph, you give 
up your former assertion, and say: "I neither argued 
nul' imagined that Protestants believe they are at 
liberty to reject one or all of the books of Scriptur
." 


!If '!tlis-statement! Mr. B's charge was that the Roman Church positively 
rejected the Epistle to the HeLrews, wh
n appeale(l to by Schismatics! M pure 
invention! P.242. Not to have received the Epistle for a time, is wiùely differ- 
ent. See p. 183. Though the Latin Chul'ches generally, that is, those of the 
". est, as opposell to those of the East, were undeeided thereon, it is most prob- 
able that the Church of }{ome ever maintained trallitionary belief therein; 
as she is known to l1a\re adhered to the Italic ver:slon, which contained the 
Epistle to the Hebrews. P. 186. 
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You might as well have said nothing about it, for all 
the world knows that they do not.. 
But I hast
n on to your observations respecting the 
Athanasian creed. I showed that the A thanRsian creed 
gives a statement of those doctrines, which ttchen fully 
lJropcntnded cannot be 'i'ejected without danlnation. Con- 
sequently, I argued, that creed contains all the dogmas 
which the Church held to be essential to salvation. 
You reply:-the Creed only says that those doctrines 
are essential, but it does not say that there nlay 
not also be others equally necessary to be believed. 
Now, sir, what mockery would this be. 
The enquirer is told that it is essential to salvation 
to believe the Catholic faith. 
The Creed then states what that faith is. 
But, argues Bishop Brown, the Creed only stated 
part of saving faith! 
Yon forget the logical statement of a true definition: 
It must be adequate, and it must be clear. 
If not adequate, it is not a true definition. N ow the 
Creed definest the Catholic faith, and Bishop Brown 
dares to charge the Athanasian creed with inadequacy I 
Notwithstanding your assertions, I must take the 
liberty of denying that I confounded the Canonicity 
with the Inspiration of the Bible. The one rests upon 
historic testimony, the other is declared in tIle Bible 
itself: "Holy men of God spake as they were nloved 
by the Holy Ghost."-2 Pet. i. 21. + 
'Vhen I asked you to prove the canonicity of eyery 
book in Scripture to have been held by the ancient 
Church as a part of saving faith, you answer: It 
"resembles child's play. It is so convenient for yon to 
forget that you alone are now to be t10 respondent." 
You forget that I only asked you to prove the truth 


ill Evasion. l\Iy argument wass strictly logical illustration of the error of a 
principI
, by its necessary consequence.-pp. 269,334,335. 


t )lis-statement! The Creed proposes no snch thing as an adequate defini- 
tion; nor, indeed, any definition of Catholic faith, but only to set forth what 
is Catholic faith on certain important l'eveal
d truths, against noyel heresies. 
See page 337. 



 See pp. 298,312,313, and p. 230. 
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of your own assertion. You know. that the ancient 
Church did no such thing. 
You have again n1Ïs-stated St. Jerome's words. He 
asserted that the Apocryphal books 'v ere not in the 
Canon, and were, consequently, of no dogmatic autho- 
rity. 
The Church of Rome asserts that they are, and so 
departs from the teaching of the Catholic Church.t 
Protestants, sir, ,vill know how to estimate the truth 
of your charge, that "a belief derived from mere 
Scripture, never can become a reasonable and unques- 
tionable certainty of God's revelation."
 
They believe with St. Paul, that" the Holy Scrip- 
tures are able to make wise unto salvation," and" to 
make the n1an of God perfect." In reply to your next 
paragraph, I beg to relnind you that it is not I, but 
the Holy Spirit of God, who says, that his blessed 
indwelling is our security against error. "Y e have an 
unction from the Holy One, and ye know all things." 
That is, our faith is not opinion; it is knowledge 
through the unction of the Holy One.
 
Your ridicule of that blessed truth hy taunts respect- 
ing sects and fanatics, is not therefore directed against 
me, but against God's truth. _ 
It is sufficient to answer, that Divine teaching is not 
to be denied or ridiculed, because of false pretences to 
it. Christ promi
ed the Holy Spirit to everyone that 
asks for IIiln. But you endeavour to neutralize St. 
John's assertion, by saying that the unction of the 
Holy One is the grace of God, leading men to human 
teachers! 
St. John ,vas warning them against the errors of hu- 
man teachers, and said, "Y e need not that any man 
teach you."-"Ye have an unction from the Holy 
One."-" Even as it hath taught you, ye shall abide in 


· See page 186. 
t See pp. 101, 18 3. 343. 
t )lisrepresentation! My assertion applies to the many doctrines disputed 
amongst men, who exclude unerring authority. p. 349. 

 See p. 339 et seq. 
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Him." Yet you would willingly persuade us that he 
was sending men to human teachers. 'It 
Your long paragraph about "any doubt in tIle 
Church" is sinlply verbiage. Every body knows that 
at all times some persons doubted books of the Bible, 
and I need not repeat the arguments by which I have 
already proved that our article was speaking of "the 
Church," not of particular branches or of individual 
nlembers. 
Your loss of tempert about the African Canons is no 
disproof of my authorities and references. I shall, 
therefore, remind the leader that those assertions of 
mine are historic truths. 
You have also not answered the argument of the 
contradiction between the assertions of the Council Ot 
Trent, and yours regarding the Canon of Scripture. 
That Council asserts that the Church always held the 
pre8ent Romish Canon. You assert that there 'were 
extensive doubts for ages.t 
Surely these are irreconcilable assertions. 
Your assertions respecting the Sibylline oracles are 
sinlply contrary to fact, The early Fathers did speak 
of them as inspired,
 and yet the Church never received 
them as Scripture. 
You again threaten to add notes to this controversy 
if I give the reference to St. Augustine, which you de- 
mand respecting his doubts about Purgatory. You 
Inust know very weB that he did express his doubts, 
but I certainly shall give you no excuse for notes. 
Our published controversy must be simply what 'we 
have written in these letters. II 


· Misrepresentation! To teachers appointed by God, and secured by Him 
from error. Otherwise, the text would be destructive úf a state church, and 
ofal! ministerial teaching. pp. 25, 27,171,3-1-1, 
t Is this misrepresentation the only satisfaction for the gross blunders 
pointed out? Nay, they are persisted in, despite the testimony of history. 
See.pp. 185, 272, 273. 
t Argument answered at page !82. Also, a serious misrepresentation! The 
Council of Trent applies the wurds quoted in 
lr. Baylee's former letter, and 
now refelTed to, not b) th
 Canon of Scripture, but to the Dhine Traditions 
preserved in the Church. Sess. IV. 

 Equivocation I See page 346. 
II St. Augustine does no 8u('h thing! l\Ir. B. was bound, having omitted the 
reference where he ought to have giyen it, to enable me to test and disprove 
his assertion. It is coolon the part of 
1r. B , after his conduct in his gar- 
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You forgot t11at what you call my scriptural argu- 
ments for infant baptism, &c., are most of them the 
very arguments employed in the Catechism of the 
Council of Trent I All therefore that you say so 
slightingly of them is a denial of the Catechism of your 
own Council!- 
You have again forgotten your Catechism when you 
say, in reply to my declaration, that "The Council of 
Trent asserts that Holy Scripture contains all the dog- 
mas of the Athanasian Crced."-"The Council of Trent 
does not make such assertion; and l\Ir. Baylee is re-. 
quired to prove it by the acts of the Council." Will 
our readers believe that the Catechism of the Council 
of Trent offers these Scripture proofs!t 
Go, sir, and read over again that Catechism which it 
is your office to teach. 
But you reply the Catechism of the Council of Trent 
is of "FAR INFERIOR AUTHORITY," to the decrees of that 
Council. 
IIear this, ye ROlnanists ! Your own bishop dispar- 
ag
s the Catechism of your Council. 
The authoIity of that Catechism is asserted by the 
Council in session 24 de Reformatione, chapter 7 It 
The title of the ,vork is, "The Catechism of the 
Council of Trent," promulgated by the command of 
Pope Pius V., yet Bishop Brown denies its conciliar 
authority I 
'Vhat you call my "fanciful description" and "flip- 
pant self-confidence," and" Inost contemptible sophis- 
try," are passages of 110ly 'Vrit frequently appealed to 
in the best ,vritings of the Catholic fàthers, and doctors 
of the Church in support of those very dogmas. 


bled edition, Yiolating expressly one important condition of the controversy, as 
he has since yiolated another, to be so resolute against notes, called for by his 
unfair proceedings, and not contrary to any stipulation. He himf!elf threat- 
ened an Appendix, at page 13
, and again the like in the postscript of his edi. 
tion, pag-e 248. 
· Obstinate adherence to disproyed mis-statements, see p. 350. On Asper- 
sion Mr. B. did not allege a single text. 
t Reader, revert to 
Ir. B's argument, and my answer at page 349, and see 
bow boldly he yentures on mis-statement and suppression. The error of 
which I convicted him, by denying the premiss on which his conclusion 
rested, was, that the Council admitted the Scriptures to contain expJicitJy all 
thin
s necessary fo salyation. Moreover, neither the Council nor the Cate- 
chism now substituted for it, make the assertion so confidently alleged! 
:t: The Council was closed in 1563. The Catechi:sm was tìr::;t Iu1>lished 
in 15661 
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It would have been more logical in you to have 
proved that those holy fathers were fanciful, and flip- 
pant .and self-confident.'- 
Our readers will judge who has best earned the 
stigma. 
'Yere I writing a treatise in defence of the Sixth 
Article of the Church of England, I would have adop- 
ted a different method from that which I think it pre- 
ferable to follow in replying to your animadversions. 
Although the plan of replying to you paragraph by 
paragraph, lllay have less of order and arrangement, I 
think it on the whole best, as enabling my readers to 
compare one letter with the other more readily. 
I need make no reply to your charge of my answer 
being made up of "worn out repetitions," "patent 
evasions, " "false quotations," "groundles3 assertions," 
&c. &c. Our intelligent readers will understand t.hat 
the invectives of an antagonist are not argulllent, and 
are, in reality, only so much vapour intended to ob- 
scure the real question. They will therefore know the 
uselessness of such a method of conducting a solemn 
discussion. 
On1Ïtting, therefore, any farther reference to those 
per
onalities, I shall proceed to consider your answers. 
In reply to nlY question regarding the argument you 
allege fr0111 the Apostles, not having written all that 
they preached, you say: "If it no where appears that 
they received such command from their Divine l\Iaster, 
and if they no where intimate that they were inspired 
by the Holy Ghost to write all the truths Inen were 
to receive by their preaching, then have you no war- 
rant whatsover for your alleged fulness and sufficiency 
of Scripture." 
To this your fearful attack upon the holy 'V ord of 
God, I reply:t 
1. The Inspired Scriptures were written by the Di- 
vine command.:t: 
· Kone were quoted! I believe none such to exist. 
+ 
lisrepresentation 
 The attack is not on God's holy Word, but exc1usi'\"'ely 
on )lr. B!s system of faith. 
t 
nsrepresentation of the question! J never raised a doubt on the Scrip- 
tures being written by Divine command, but on 1\lr. B!s assumption that this 
command enjoined that the Apostles should write all the tru:h4 they were to 
preach. See p. 277. 
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2. They contain all the truths ,vhich the Aposfles 
preached. 
St. Peter tells us, "no prophecy of the Scripture is 
of any private interpretation. For the prophecy came 
not in old time by the will of man; but holy men of 
God spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost." 
2 Pet. i. 20, 21. St. Paul declares, "all Scripture is 
given by inspiration of God." 2 Tim. iii. 16. He 
quotes St. Luke's Gospel as part of the inspired Scrip- 
tnres: "For the Scripture saith......the labourer is 
,yorthy of his reward." 1 Tiln. v. 18. COlnpare Luke 
x. 7. St. Peter quotes from St. Paul's Epistle to the 
I{omang, Rom. ii. 4, and declares all Paul's Epistles 
to be on a par with the Old Testanlent inspiration. 
"Account that the long suffering of our Lord is salva- 
tion, even as our beloved brother Paul also, according 
to the wisdom given unto hiln, hath written unto you: 
as also in all his epistles, speaking in them of these 
things, in which are some things hard to be understood, 
,vhich they that are unlearned and unstable rest, as 
they do also the other Scriptures, unto their own de- 
struction." 2 Pet. iii. ] 5, 16. 
Again, St. Paul says, "If any man think himself to 
be a prophet, or spiritual, let hinl acknowledge that tIle 
things that I ,vrite unto you are the commandulents of 
the Lord." 1 Cor. xiv. 37. 
The argument then is this: God's inspiring any 
one to do something, is Ifis command to that man to 
do it. 
But God inspired men to w-rite the Holy Scrip- 
tures. · 
Therefore, he commanded them to write those Scrip- 
tures. 
I no,v come to the second part of your argument. 
You assert that His command to write some things, 
is not a command to write all things, and that, therefore, 
although they might have been comnlanded to ,,"rite 
,vhat they have written, it does not follow that they 
\.'''ere commanded to 'write all that they preached. 


. This reasoning, in proof that those particular books which fonn the Pro- 
testant Canon were all written by Inspiration, is purely begging the 
question. 
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The answer to this is very simple;-what they have 
,vritten contains all that is necessary for man to 
believe. 
That one word of St. Paul was abundantly sufficient to 
prove this. It is not "a worn-out repetition" to refer 
you again to it. "All Scripture is given by inspira- 
tion of God......that the man of God may be perfect, 
thoroughly furnished unto all good works." 2 Tim. iii. 
16, 17. 
If they did not contain all the truths that the Apos- 
tles preached, they could 
ot furnish the man of God 
perfectly to all good works. 
But they do perfectly furnish the man of God. 
Therefore they do contain all the truths preached by 
the l\postles.>N: 
In your next paragraph you make several assertions 
which I shall take consecutively. 
Yon charge me with n1Ïs-stating or equivocating, 
when I argue as if the sole question between us is, 
whether or not the Scriptures contain all things essen- 
tial to salvation. . 
Notwithstanding your charge, I repeat the a
sertion. 
Our Sixth Article declares that the Scriptures contain 
all things essential to salvation; so that whatever can- 
Dt t be proyed by them is not to be received as an arti- 
cle of the faith. 
This, then, is our sole ground of argument in this 
part of the discussion. t 
You assert that "the smallest circumstantials of re- 
ligion, taught by the Apostles as from God, whether 
by their preaching or their writing, and duly proposed 
to belief or practice, can no more be rejected without 
periling salvation than the higher revelations." 
Our Blessed Saviour expressly contradicts your words. 
He says, "'Vhosoever therefore shaH break one of these 
least cummandments, and shall teach men so, he shall 
be called the least in the kingdom of heaven." 
Iatt. 
v. 19. 


· 
Iere re-ac::sertion. not refutation of my arguments. See pp. 277. 27 8 . 
t Equivocation I Art. VI. excludes from faith everytlting not proyed by 
Scripture. On this alone. not on a dispute concerning e:l:sential doctrines, 
our difference mainly rests. See pp. 212,277. 
26 
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We have, then, our Lord's ,varrant for asserting that 
ß man may yet be in the kingdom of heaven who 
teaches men to break some of God's commands, that is, 
of those circumstantials which he calls the jot or tittle.. 
Yet he warns us that such a teacher shall suffer loss. 
He shall be in the kingdom of heaven, but he shall be 
the least in it. 
The Church of Rome herself teaches men to break 
God's commands: e. g. 
1. Christ said of the "cup of blessing," "Drink YE 
ALL of it." :I\Iatt. xxvi. 27. St. Paul calls that cup "the 
communion of the blood of Christ." 1 Cor. x. 16. 
The bread is nowhere called the communion of the 
blood of Christ. Yet the Church of Rome forbids any 
communicant, except the officiating priest, to obey his 
Saviour's express command. t 
2. Christ and the Apostles celebrated the Holy Com- 
munion after Supper. 
The Church of Rome forbids this practice, alleging, 
that it would be a mortal sin to take the Communion 
as Christ did.t 
3. St. Paul tells us that the Lord Jesus Christ gave 
power to the congrega tion to meet together, and to ex- 
communicate an immoral nlember. 
He cOlnmanded the congregation at Corinth to do so: 
"In the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, when Ye 
are gathered together," &c. 1 Cor. v. 4. 
The Church of Rome prohibits the congregation 
from doing this, and restricts that power to the prie5t.
 
4. The Word of Gud declares marriage to be hon- 
ourable in all. Heb. Àiii. 4. 


. Misrepresentation of my argument! It was not directed to maintain the 
practical obligation of every lesser revealed duty, as equally necessary for sal- 
vation, since our distinction of sin into mortal and venial, denied by Protest- 
ants generally, though not (1 am glad to see) by Mr. B., leaves no doubt 
thereon; but it solely maintained the ablmlnte necessity of belief, explicit or 
implicit, (see p. 88) in eyery least revealed doctrine, when sufficiently pro- 
posed, and the consequent admission of the obligation of every revealed 
precept, so far as that its obligation, not as to extent but existence,:might not 
be denied, under penalty of damnation. (pp. 33 6 , 337.) Beyond misrepre- 
sentation, all that follows iu Mr. Bo's letter hereon, is merely a mockery of 
reasoning, as against my position. 
t Calumny! We believe that this command was given to the ministers of 
the Church only, for none others were present when our Lord spoke it. See 
:Mr. B '8 reasoning on the Apostleship as a permanent office, distinct from 
priesthood, P 256. Besides, this is new matter. 
t New matter. Do Protestants celebrate after supper? The Church pre- 
cept is in a matter of discipline only. 

 New matter. Question of mere variable discipline. 
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The Church of Rome teaches that marriage is dis- 
honourable in a priest, although the Apostolic Consti- 
tutions assure us that St. Peter's wife was with him at 
his martyrdom, encouraging him to die courageously." . 
These, sir, are no trifling circumstantials in religion, 
in which the Church of Rome teaches men to break 
the commandments of God, and to depart from the ex- 
ample of Jesus Christ upon pain of damnation. Yet I 
am far from believing that every misguided Romanist 
is cut off from salvation because in these things he pre- 
fers the commandments of men before those of his Sa- 
viour. How great the guilt of his teachers is another 
question. 
l\lay you and your brethren have grace from God to 
think of it in time. 
Your next ass'ertion is a mere play upon words. 
You know that the expression "an article of the faith 
means a fundamental article, the rejection of which 
would involve damnation. Thus Roman Catholics con- 
tinuallyassert that praying to saints and angels is a 
pious practice, which may be omitted without THE 
FAITH being lost.t They have even won over protes... 
tants to their communion by declaring it not to be an 
article of their faith to adore the Blessed Virgin. Now 
if th03e doctrines be not believed, why are the practices 
sanctioned? If they are believed, how is it that they 
are not an article of the faith? It is indeed most true 
that God's commands are to be obeyed to the very, 
smallest injunction. 
But it is not true that every precept, even to cover- 
ing the head in prayer, is an article of the faith.t 
In the next paragraph you have mutilated myasser- 
tion respecting fHi tho "\Vha t I said was this :- 
]. Saving faith is faith in a Being, not faith in a 
dogma. 

. He who has saving faith in a Divine Being, will 


· Answered, pp. 20';, 205. 
t :\lisrepresentation! The lawfulness is a doctrine of faith, but the practice 
is not enjoined thereby. 
t Equivocation! As a precept it was temporary i as a. point of revelation it 
may neyer be denied. 
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in time believe all that he knows that Being to have 
said. 
3. lIe may for a time disbelieve some of his state- 
ments, and yet have saving faith. 
This I proved by many examples, none of which 
Ilave been answered by you." 
St. Peter had saving faith in the Lord Jesus Christ 
when he said: "Thou art the Christ, the Son of the 
Living God." And" Jesus answered and said unto 
him, Blessed art thou, Simon Barjona: for flesh and 
blood hath not revealed it unto thee, but my Father 
,vhich is in heaven." lUatt. xvi. 16, 17. Yet at that 
very time Peter refuscd to believe in the atonement, 
saying, "Be it f:'lr from thee, Lord; this shall not be 
unto Thee." 1\Iatt. xvi. 22. lIe continued to doubt it 
until the resurrection, as St. John tells us, "For as yet 
they knew not the Scriptures, that He must rise again 
from the dead." John xx. 9. 
In His most blessed prayer in the Supper chamber, 
the Lord Jesus recognised His eleven Apostles as be- 
lievers in Him, and so, everlastingly safe; and yet, 
after His resurrection, "He appeared to them as they 
sat at meat, and upbraided thelll with their unbelief 
.and hardness of heart." 1\Iark xvi. 14. 
Alas! sir, if your cruel Canon of interpretation were 
true, no man living could be saved; for who is there 
that does not disbelieve some promise, or disobey some 
command of our Lord? 
Christ's conlmand is, "Be of good cheer, I have over- 
come the world." Joh...l xvi. 33. 
Is everyone to be damned that is depressed in spirit? 
Again, the Lord comnlands, "Be careful for nothing." 
Phil. iv.5. "Take no thought for the morrow." 1\latt. 
vi. 34. 
Is everyone that is careful and troubled about nlany 
things a damned soul? t 


· Answered, p. 169- 
t Equivocation! The disrussion regards, not merely the absence of exp1icit 
faith in a particular revelation not sufficiently proposed, but included impli- 
cit]y in some geTJeral principle, accepted in mind and heart; (p. 88) stiB Jess 
does it regard venial disobedience of conduct to all ac1mow]edged duty; for in 
either ca'ie divine faith may be retained; but a pO:)itiye and voluntary rejec- 
tion of a revealed truth. 
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No, sir, I trust all our readers will cling to the pre- 
cious truth, that saving faith is the confiding of our 
whole being and well-being into the hands of the Lord 
Jesus Christ. 
There is no latitudinarianism in my statements. 
There is the tenderness of a Saviour's love. He re- 
ceives the trusting soul, and He gradually leads on tbat 
soul in faith, and hope, and love, to greater knowledge, 
to holier obedience, and to clearer conceptions of the 
holy mind and will of his God and Saviour. " ..A. 
bruised reed shall He not break, and the smoking flax 
shall He not quench, until He shall bring forth judg- 
ment unto truth." Isa. xlii. 3. 
In the next paIagraph you employ opprobrious epi- 
thets, but you do not offer any answer. You had as- 
serted that the New Testanlent was written to meet 
"fortuitous occurrences." The object of the assertion 
was to lower the value of the book, as if it could not 
therefore be full and sufficient. 
I argued that if the K ew Testament be not full and 
sufficient, because it was not written until A. D. 9G. 
neither could the decrees of the Council of Trent be 
full and sufficient, for tbey were not written for nearly 
sixteen hundred years after Christ. 
Now what is your answer? 
"
Ir. Baylee shows sume ability, but less honesty, in 
presenting objections as mine in a form and with a 
meaning such as my language does not warrant.";\i 
If you did not nlean to inlply that the Scriptures are 
not full and sufficient, there was no force in the argu- 
ment.t If you did, nlY answer is unrefuted. 
You have still left my reference to 2 Tim. iii. 16, 17, 
,\"ithout an answer, except by calling my observations 
a mean quibble. I beg to refer our readers to them, 
and mil mOle than willing to abide by their judgment; 


· :\tis-statement t The answer was not in reference to the foregoing alleged 
argument That I let pass, as it could prove nothin
 
No one asserts that the decrees of the Council of Trent or Creed of Pius IV. 
contains all things necessary for salvation e.rplicitlll See p. 334. 
t Consult my argument, p. 277. 
Ir. B.'s misrepresentation, p. 303, and my 
reply, p. 356, and then pronounce w hetber my reasoning be fairly represented. 
Tl1is applies equally to the next paragraph. See p. 354-. 



394 THE FULNESS AND SUFFICIENCY OF HOLY SCRIPTURE. 


reminding them, however, that you found it convenient 
to leave them unanswered. 
In the next paragraph you admit that "Holy Scrip- 
ture contains all things necessary for salvation indi- 
rectly and in their principles." 
That admission, sir, is neither the faith nor the prac- 
tice of the Church of Rome. 
The following examples ,vill suffice :- 
1. The honour due to the Blessed Virgin. 
The Lord Jesus said of His disciples, "Behold my 
mother and my brethren. . For whosoever shall do tbe 
will of my Father which is in heaven, the same is my 
brother, and sister, AND MOTHER." 1Iatt. xii. 49, 50. 
The Church of Rome declares her to be above aU 
angels and archangels, and all the blessed saints in 
glory. 
2. The veneration of images. 
The second commnndment is "Thou shalt not make 
to thyself any gra.ven image." 
The Church of Rome denounces eternal damnation 
a.gainst those who will not venerate the images of the 
Saint
. 
She is so conscious of her guilt, that she has struck 
God's command out of her catechism, and altered the 
arrangement of the tenth, as any Ronlan Catholic may 
see by comparing the ninth and tenth commandments 
in the Catechism with God's commandment in Exo- 
dus xx. 'It 
3. Asking the intercession of departed saints. 
Neither directly nor indirectly is this sanctioned in 
the Bible. 
4. Superstitious and heathen usages, such as holy 
water, masses for cows, herrings, &c., amulets and 
charms, such as miraculous medals, consecrated rings, 


· New matter. A popular calumny 8 thousand times refuted. The first 
commandment in the Catechism has the whole under one precept, whi('h 
Prote
tants divide into two. The difference is a mere question of how the ten 
commandments are to be divided. The Scripture does not determine. We. 
for reasons which there is no room for here. believe tha t ours is the more ac- 
curate division, and itwas held by St. Clement of Alexandria. (Stromat. L. 6,) 
St. Augustine, (In Exod. Quæst. 71, et Epist. 60 al. 119.) St. Jerome, (in Ps. 
32.) by Luther, (Appendix to German Bible, Ll1nenber
, 1640.) .. The first 
Commandment. Thou shalt have no other Gods besides me :"-by Cranmer, 
(ßilrnet's Hist. of the Ref. P. 2, An. 1548) and by the Lutherans generaIJy, 
a!l is attested, not by their own writings only, but by representAtions in their 
churches. 
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blessed scapulars, and such like. All these are pure 
inventions of men; they have no sanction in the Bible. 
5. Above all, the idolatrous adoration of the host. 
The Bible teaches commemoration and communion 
in the blessed Sacrament of tbe body and blood of 
Christ. It says nothing directly or indirectly in fa- 
vour of adoration; on the contrary, it is said of the 
Holy Communion, "Upon the first day of the week the 
ðisciples came together to break bread." Acts xx. 7. 
'V ere the adoration of the host a doct.rine taught by 
the Apostles, it would have been impossible for the 
Corinthians to have been guilty of such profaneness as 
to eat to gluttony and to drink to drunkenness. Yet 
St. Paul says of them, "One is hungry and another is 
drunken."" 
As a minister of the Church of England I most 
heartily accept the declaration, that we are bound to 
receive, with unhesitation of faith and obedience, all 
those doctrines and practices which are contained in 
Holy Scripture, "indirectly and in their principles." 
A true inference from Scripture is as authoritative as a 
direct statement. Two examples will suffice to prove this: 
1. From St. Paul, he infers the support of ministers 
from the command, "Thou shalt not muzzle the mouth 
of the ox that treadeth out the corn."-l Cor. ix. 9, &c. 
2. From our Blessed Saviour, who infers the resur- 
rection from those words, "I am the God of Abraham." 
-
Iatt. xxii. 31, 32. The Church of Ronle departs 
from this, and appeals to tradition for many things 
which are not only not contained in Scripture, but 
which are contrary to Scripture. 
Unable to answer me about 2 Tim. iii. 15-17, you 
resort to opprobrious epithets, such as "dishonest 
tricks," "cunningly leaving out," "unjustly imposing 
upon the unsuspecting reader." 
These, sir, are hard words. If they were true words 
I should indeed be unfit for my sacred office. Those 
who attentively read our correspondences will know ho,v 
to estimate their value. I shall, therefore, pass them 
by, and come to your argument. You say, "profitable 


it Supper, then, preceded Sacramental Communion. Answers to thes
 
objections would lead astray from the question at issue. 


. 
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and sufficient are not convertible terms;" you then 
argue that although the inspired word of G
d is pro- 
fitable for certain spiritual effects, tending to man's per- 
fection, yet it is not sufficient for that purpose, but that 
it "requires the aid of Church authority." 
You print in italics, "may be," writing "that the 
DIan of Gud may be perfect,.' by which you intin1ate 
that it is only a probabilitJ". =II: So then if we say 
Christ intercedes for His elect, that Ilis elect 'mag be 
saved, we imply that there is some doubt about it. 
And again, Christ upholds aU things, that all things 
may be kept from falling, would imply the probability 
that heaven itself may fall! 
Your "nla y be," therefore, will not avail you against 
the testimony of the Divine 'Vord. 
You on1Îtted altogether the preceding statements, 
that "the Holy Scriptures al'e able to nlake thee wise 
unto salvation, through faith which is in Christ Jesus." 
He does not say throllgh the aid of Church authoIity, 
"but through tàith which is in Christ Jesus."t 
Religion, 
ir, is very different from theology. The 
child can learn a saving religion from the Scriptures, 
without any hun1an help. The study of doglnatic the- 
ology ia a very different question. Your sophism, 
t]lerefore, win not invalidate the blessed truth, that the 
word of God is fitted of God to n1ake the child, and the 
Christian minister, thoroughly furnished unto all good 
,yorks. 
You find it very convenient to call my reasonings 
from that passage a tirade against certain alleged doc- 
trines and practices of the Church which "is false 
in terms, calun1nious in facts, scurrilous in tone, and 
blasphemous in sentiment." These are again Imrd 
,vords. Hard argun1ents would have been much better. 
I have no desire to provoke the lnalignant feeling which 
is indicated by those unbecoming phrases. But I must 
not shrink fron1 stating what I know to be true, and 
· I merely copied from )Ir. BayJee's Jetter, who had previonsty undertipptt 
those very wl'rds! See pp. 306.389 And observe Mr. Baylee forgets here, his 
reasoning on Eph. iv. II. 15. 1'. 137, refuted at p. 180 
t See p. 356. Quibble! Wisdom unto salvation is acquired through faith 
wtlich is ill Christ Jesus, when it Í.i acquired through belief in His divine in- 
stitutions, pre.eminent UD10ngst wl1Ïch is tht: secure "uidance of Church au- 
thority. 
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,,?hat every Roman Catholic priest also knows to be true.. 
'Yhen all the hidden things of darkness shall be re- 
yealed, the awful deeds which ha-ve been perpetrated 
under the colour of religion, will in that day bring 
down the terrible condenlnation of God upon the 
abominations to which I have there referred. 
God knows, sir, that I speak all this in sorrow, and 
not to provoke hostility. I freely forgive you all the 
oflensive persondlities, with which your letters abound. 
'1'0 persons educated in the proprieties of a Scriptural 
tone of n1Ïnd, nothing is more surprising than that a 
H01Uish Bishop, should be utterly unaware of the gross- 
ness of his language."t 
You proceed to argue that altbough Tinlothy has 
known the Scriptures from a child, it was only when he 
became a Christian Bishop that they were able to nluke 
hin1 wi
e unto salvation. You ask llle "by what sort 
of reasoning do you imagine it follows that the Scrip- 
tures, without the guidance of an infallible Church to 
which they point, are able of thenlselves to nlake every 
individual equally wise unto salvation, with that illus- 
trious and privileged disciple t" To this I answer, 
1. Children are comnlanded to be diligently taught 
the Holy ScriptuIes by their lay parents. 
"These words, which I command thee this day, shall 
be in thine heart, and thou shalt teach thenl diligently 
unto thy children, and shalt talk of them when thou 
sittest in thine house, and when thou walkest by the 
way, and when thou liest down, and when thou risest. 
" D . 
 7 
up. - eut. VI. u, . 
2. An especial blessing is promised to such Scrip tural 
teaching. 
"He established a testinlony in Jaclìb, and appointed 
a law in Israel, which he conlmanded our fathers that 
they should lllake thenl known to their children; that 
the generations to come n1Ïght know them, even the 
children that should be born who should arise and de- 
clare them to their children: that they might set their 


· Reckless calumnies, as our doctrines are misreppcsented by :Mr. Barlee. 
t See pp, 2.60,325. and note p. 378. 
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hope in God, and not forget the ,vorks of God, but 
keep his commandments."-Ps. lxxviii. 5, 7. 
"Train up a child in the v...ay he should go, and when 
he is old he ,vill not depart from it." Prove xxii. 6. 
3. "\Vhen the Church, which you call infallible, re- 
jected and crucified Christ,. it was children who ac- 
cepted him. 
"And ,vhen the chief priests and Scribes saw the 
wonderful things that he did, and the children crying 
in the tenlple, and saying, Hosanna to the Son of 
David, they were sore displeased, and said unto him, 
IIearest thou what these say? and Jesus saith unto 
thenl, Yea: have ye never read, Out of the 1110Uth of 
babes and sucklings thou hast perfected praise r" l\Iatt. 
:xxi. 15, 16. 
4. The Scriptures no where speak of an infallible 
Ch urch. t 
It did not exist from Adanl to Noah, otherwise the 
flood would not have destroyed the whole world, except 
one family. 
It did not exist from Noah to Abraham, for if it 
did, the whole world would not have been drowned in 
idolatry. 
It did not exi
t from Abraham to l\Ioses, for Israel 
in Egypt thrust l\foses fron1 theIn, and polluted them- 
selves with the idols of Egypt. Acts vii. 25; Ezek. 
xx. 8. 
Neither did it exist with l\Ioses in the ,vilderness, 


· Obstinate adherence to calumny r See pp. 95, '76. 
t )Ir. B. unfairly returns to the tirst topic of discussion. See answers at :pp. 
25, 100. 161,162, 181. C'IOd in all times provided means suited to the preservation 
of true doctrine throllg1l authority, by revelations and traditions till Noah, by 
revelations to the Patriarchs and Prophets, and, finallY, by an ex:press tribunal 
in the Jewish Law. Yet, the promises to the Clmrch in the New Law, are by 
far more explicit and energetic. In several of his objections, Mr. B. continues 
to confound disobedience of the law, which is a recognition of its known exis. 
tence, with rejection of faith. A wide difference between the sec.urit y from 
error in the Old Law, and that in the new, consists in the promises of passive 
security from error to the major part of the Christtan Church, as it is to be 
e"er Catholic. Never has )[r. B. attempted a solution of my Scripture autho. 
rity in su:pport of Infallibility.-Jer. v. 31, is a new objection. It probably de- 
scribes those known as false prophets, as many understand the text. The du- 
ration of error is extended by Mr. B. beyond all warrant. Jeremiab prophecies 
of his CJwn time merely, when he upheld the truth against falsebood. See p. 
25.-Ezech. viii., ans. :po 179. It is purely a vision. Observe the same propl.et, 
(c. xliv. 15,) relating that the Priests, the Levites, the sons of Sadoc, persevered 
in observance of duty. 
The defection of the Jewish Church after the coming of our Saviour, an. 
swered at lip. 95, 17 6 . 
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for Aaron, the High Priest, corrupted the people with 
the golden calf, and all Israel were polluted with idols, 
as saith the prophet: "Have ye offered unto me sacri- 
fices and offerings in the wilderness forty years. 0 
house of Israel! But ye have borne the tabernac1e of 

Ioloch, and chosen your images, the star of your God, 
,vhich ye nlade to yourselves." Amos v. 25, 26. 
It did not exist flom Joshua to the captivity, for the 
prophets prophesied falsely, and the priests bore rule 
by their means, (Jer. v. 31,) so that the temple of God 
'vas polluted with idols. Ezek. viii. 
It did not exist from the return, and rebuilding of 
the temple, until the time of Jesus Christ, for it was 
the Jewish Church which condemned the Lord of Glory 
as a blasphemer. 
It has not existed from that time to our own, for St. 
Peter warns us, "there were false prophets also among 
the people, even as there shall be false teachers anlong 
you, who privily shall bring in damnable heresies, even 
denying the Lord that bought them." 2 Pet. ii. 1. . 
Ah, sir 1 instead of talking about infallibility, Ro- 
n1Ïsh ecclesiastics would be far wiser to repent of their 
corruptions of God's holy truth. They should hum- 
ble themselves in the dust before that solemn warning: 
" Be not high minded; but fear........ .otherwise thou 
also shalt be cut off." Rom. xi. 20, 22. 
That warning is turned into a prediction in Rev. xiv. 
19. "The vine of the earth was cast into the great 
wine press of the wrath of God." 
'Vhat a spectacle does Rome present to the eyes of 
angels. At this moment, she is singing Te Deunls for a. 
successful perjury and cold blooded citizen-nlurders in 
France. <<: She is propped up by foreign bayonets 
against the assaults of her own children in Rome. She 
is aiding a truce-breaking government in Austria. 
She is opposing all scriptural truth, and exciting to 
disloyalty and agrarian bloodshed in Ireland. She leaves 
the harpy traces of her defilelnent wherever she :;:e

 
her foot, and then, with a "shameless forehead," she 


" These misrepresentations, of the same stamp as those identifying a Conner 
Pone with thf> massacre of St Bartholomew's Dar, are quite out of place, ex- 
cept as they illustrate the unfairness of our opponents. 
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"wipes her mouth." and saith, "I am no adulteress; I 
am infallible 1" 
Very soon, sir, the judgments of God will bring her 
down to the dust. The Lord has decreed that her flesh 
shall be burned with fire. Rev. xvi. 16. And as 
surely as God's, threatenings shall be fulfilled, that 
judgll1ent will speedily come upon Rome. 
In your next paragraph, your only answer to my 
quotation from the fathers is: 
1. They" seen1 to in1ply the sufficiency of Scripture, 
but they are very unsatisfactory." 
I have no doubt they are "very unsatisfactory" to 
J'ou,:At and the more so that they are the testinlOny of 
such TIlen as St. Athanasius to the fulness and suffi- 
ciency of Holy Scripture.t 
Those Catholic testimonies against Romanism ought 
to be very unsatisfactory to Romish Bishops. Their 
dissatisfaction, however, should be against the anti- 
Catholicism of modern Romanism, and should induce 
them to return to the" old ways." 
2. Y au refer to the general answers in your forn1er 
letter. 
Unfc)rtunately, no such answers exist. Could it be 
that your publisher on1Ïtted to print them? 
 
3. 'Vaterworth, in his" Faith of Catholics," asserts 
that those very Fathers were unmistakable ad voca tCd 
for the existence of unwritten revelations.
 
These loose references to whole volumes are very 
cúnvenient 111ethods of loose argument. They will not, 
however, satisfy inquirjng minds. I assert that ",Vater- 
,vorth's Faith of Catholics in no degree proves that St. 
Athanasius and the other fathers did not assert the 
fulness and sufficiency of Scripture. 
The same observations will apply to your references 
to other theological works, without any quotations. 


· Extraordinary misrepresentation! J complained only tb:\t ]\fro ß's rele-r- 
enr
& to the works of the Fathers, arc unsatisfactory, so that I could not verify 
them without more loss of time than their importance required. See p. 356. 
t St. Athanasius explained. p. 370. 

 Given at p. 288. 

 Just three 8vo. vols., 50 arranged that the references on any snbject can 
be made in a few seconds. I have spent many hours in turning over folios. in 
quest of a single unsatisfactory reference by :Mr. B. 
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I ask Bishop Brown to answer a quotation accurately 
made fronl an eminent saint and Catholic Father, and 
Bishop Brown says, " N atalis Alexander el ucidated this 
subject 1" 
He seems to expect that our readers will be foolish 
enough to accept such a loose reference* as argument 
or answer. 
I pass by your assertion of the moral unanin1Ítyof 
t11e Fathers, only because I must not unreasonably 
lengthen this letter. You must know that such unan- 
imity does not exist; and even if it did, it is no answer 
to my question. 
The discrepancy referred to, was regarding the person 
of the Lord Jesus Christ. 
You adn1Ít that Eusebius and St. Hilary, declare 
that it was the J.Jord Jesus Christ that appeared to 
Joshua, and assert that other Fathers agree with your 
opinion that he was not the Son of God, but only a chief 
of the angelic army. 
Yon then assert this" little discrepancy" is of" com- 
paratively small importance. " 
A very unirnportant question truly, whether the 
Being whom Joshua worshipped was God or an angel.t 
The Douay Bible asserts that he w"as an angel, and 
refers to it to prove that it is lawful to worship 
angels. 
The most eminent Fathers, writing expressly on t11e 
Trinity, appeal to the same passage to prove that the 
Lord Jesus Christ is God. 
This is a "small discrepancy" "of comparatively little 
. " 
Importance. 
I have still to ask how yeu reconcile your interpre- 
tation of that passage with your oath, not to interpret 
Scripture except according to the unanimous consent 
of the Fathers? + 
You have stated, but not answered nlY having con- 
victed you
 of employing Tom Paine's argument against 
Christiani ty. 


· The loose reference is as precise as the nature of the 'Volume wi1l allow. 
t Persevering misrepresentation! See p. 357, alw p. 159. 
t See pp. 280, 3 60 . 

 Conviction by mis-stating my argume
lt. See pp. 35 8 . 3590 
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. Instead of doing so, you ask how are the unlearned 
to avail themselves of historical testinlony? 
The reply I have already given; and I no,v take 
leave to restate it ;-God, who commanded the light to 
shine out of darkness, shows His power in bringing 
good out of evil. It is a sore evil that the Jews have 
remained for so many ages unbelieving in Jesus Christ. 
This good has, however, arisen from it, that their testi- 
mony to the Old Testament Scriptures. as received by 
Christians, is such as must satisfy any reasonable 
DIan, although he may be unlearned. 
Such a man would naturally say, "These books 
must have been received as Divine before the time of 
Jesus Christ, or Jew and Christians would not unite in 
receiving them.t 
The Gospels recognize the Jewish Scriptures. There- 
fore, ,ve have abundant testinlony to the Old Testanlent 
Canon.t 
Again, it is a sore evil that the Greek and Roman 
Churches should have been separated for so n1any cen- 
turies, yet this good ha8 arisen from it, that their 
united testimony to the same canon of the New Testa- 
ment, that is also held by the Anglican Church, is a 
sÏ1nilarly decisive historical testimony to the Ne,v Tes- 
tament canon.
 
Farther, it is a sore evil that English Christians 
should be divided into so many sects, and also that 
there should be in England a Roman Schism, and a 
Socinian blasphemy. Yet ,ve have their united tes- 
timony to the excellence of the English translation of 
the Bible. The Socinians published a version of their 
own, which they have given up for ours. 
The Romanists have corrected their translation by 
ours in innumerable places. 
All the educated teachers of various sects acknow- 
ledge the excellence of the Church of England trans- 
lation, by reading it publicly in their placEs of ,vorship, 
and subscribing large sums of money for its circulation. II 
· See p. 366, et seq. 
t Rationali
tic argument; insufficient as a ground of divine faith in Scrip- 
tureinspiration. L.3. t P.3 6 9. 

 Gross pen"ersion of manifest facts. The Greek Church no less than the 
Roman, condemns your Canon as grievously inaccurate. See an early note.. 
II A serie3 of mis-statement:). See p. 3 6 3. 
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The unlettered Christian has thus abundant testi. 
mony provided for him in the goodness of that blessed 
Being, who brings good out of evil. 
You absolutely make no reply to my proof that your 
own faith in the papal succession rests upon historic 
testimony. · 
Notwithstanding your long paragraph about it, I re- 
peat the assertion that the canon of Scripture is not an 
article of Divine faith. 
The Canonicity of Scripture is a very different ques- 
tion from its Inspiration. 
You confuse the two, and then tax me with inconsis- 
tency.t 
The question of the Canon is simply, ,vhat books 
were received by the Church as inspired? 
The question of Inspiration is, Did God inspire men 
to write the Scriptures? 
The latter is asserted in Scripture: "Holy men of 
God spoke as they were moved by the Holy Ghost." 
Christ Himself tells us that the Scripture is the wurd 
of God, which cannot be broken. 
Historic testin10ny informs us what books these 
weI e to which Christ referred. 
You omit any reference to my real argument from 
John v. 39, 40, and 9ccuPY yourself with the question 
of translation, whether it is "Search the Scriptures," 
or " Ye search the Scriptures." t 
In either case my argument holds good. Christ re- 
cognized the Jewish Canon, saying, "They testify of 
me." 'Ve have the united testimony of Jew and Gen- 
tile to what that Canon was. 
Therefore we have Christ's recognition of the Jewish 
Canon. 
You assert that the various readings of the Greek 
Testament so seriously alter the meaning of passages 
important to Christian belief, that they would be cal- 


III The reply appears to me, distinctly ('Dough, to deny that we hold the 
historical series of succeeding Popes as a doctrine of divine faith. P. 360. 
t See my doctrine, pp. 215, 216, 230, 281, and 
Ir. Baylee's at PP.25 0 , 297, 
298,312,313. Let the reader examinc what proofs of Inspiration 
Ir. B. has 
ventured upon, limited as they are to little more than one page, (250) and re. 
fer to p. 2.840 et seq. 



 Refer to p. 36
. 
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culated to embarrass the enquirer, were there not the 
speaking interpretation and guidance of an unerring 
Ch urch. 
It is an awful thing, sir, to see a Bishop thus barn.. 
pIing upon the purity of the word of God, in order to 
uphold his Churcþ. 
Blessed be God, sir, your assertion is utter1y un- 
founded. 
1. Take the most imperfect manuscript copy of the 
Scriptures now in existence, and every doctrine of the 
Christian religion can be proved frOln it. 
2. Compare all the existing lllanuscripts, and draw a 
pen over every passage in which there is various read- 
ings, and the ren1ainder will be abundantly sufficient to 
!)l'ove every doctrine of the Christian Religion. 
3. I am prepared to meet a Socinian, and to refute all 
his errors out of the Socinian translation of the Bible. 
4. I am willing to meet any ROlnan Catholic Bishop, 
including yourself, upon all the errors of Romanism, 
and to use no other version than the Douay.- 
It is thus, sir, that God has gloriously watched over 
lIis holy word, and has preserved it as a treasure hou:3e 
Rnd inexhaustible arnlory for His people. 
Your assertion about the oriental Canon is a gross 
D1is-statement.t They gladly receive our printed copies 
of the Scriptures. 
Your reply to the case of the Bereans is, t]lat befi)re 
they receiveJ the authority of St. Paul, they were 


· Boasting well borne out by the preceding pages! How many conflicting 
diversities of serious men, all c01
tending that others are wrong, on the most 
essential matters of revelation, derive their existence from the rejection of un- 
erring authority for interpreting God's word. 
t Perse\-ering misrepresentation! In 1662 a Council of the schismatical 
Greek Church held at Constantinople, with one voice censured Cyril Lucar 
fùr :mppres
ing, when he accepted Calvinism, the books :\Ir. ll. terms apocry- 
phal, and it professes to hold them as Canonical. (Synod. Parthenii, p. 131, in 
Cyrilli Luc. Confess. Amsterdam, 1645.) Thirty years later another Council 
condemned him for limiting the Canonical books to those mimed in the Canon 
of Laodice..'1, and appealed to the tradition uf the Church. (Hardouin's Coun- 
cils, T. xi. p. 258.) In 1671 Macarius, Patriarch:of Antioch, condemned the 
Calvinist Canon. (Perpet. delaFoi, T. iii. L. viii. e. 17.) The condemnation was 
confirmed in 1675 by Neophitos, Patriarch of Antioch and of the East, and 
subscribed by the Archbishops of Bassera, of Balbec, of Zebda, of Tyre and 
Sidon, of Gerout, and a long list of c1ergy. (Perpet. T. iii L. viii. e. 17.) The 
f:êlme is held by the Russian Church, the Nestorians, Armenians, Syrians. 
Chaldeans, Marcnites, Egyptians, Ethiopians, and Abyssinians. See authori- 
ties ap. Perp. de la Foi, T. iii. L. viii. e. 23, and .Malou, vol. ii. p. 134 et 
eq., 
who also quotes admis
ions by Protestant writers, that the Oriental Canon is 
conformable to that of the Roman Catholic Church. 
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right in comparing his teaching with Scripture, but 
that afterwards they were bound to submit implicitly 
to his teaching, without demanding Scriptural proo:f. 
So then, faith in Christ darkens the intellect. l\Ien 
were able to understand the Scriptures which testified 
to Jesus Christ before they believed. Bu t so soon as 
they had Divine Faith, they were no longer able to 
search for themselves! 
S1. Paul himself did not say any such absurdity. 
His language is: "I speak as to wise men: judge ye 
what I say." 1 Cor. x. 15. · 
In referring to the Jewish Canon, you again assert 
the infallibility of the Jewish Church. 
The infallibility of that Church which crucified the 
Lord! 
Oh, sir, how is it that you do not tremble in utter- 
ing such awful sentiments? 
God grant you grace to hear what St. Paul says of 
the Jewish Church: "For they that dwell at J erusa- 
lem, and their rulers, because they knew him not, nor 
yet. the voices of the prophets, which are read every 
sabbath day, they have fulfilled them in condemning 
him." Acts xiü. 2.7. 
It is sufficient reply to all that you say about the 
Canon and St. Jerome, that he does assert, that the 
Church refused an appeal to the apocryphal books as 
inspired. t 
You charge me with a garbled quotation from St. 
Augustine. 
I have no he3Ítation in asserting that the two addi- 
tions which you quote as the words of St. Augustine, 
are simple forgeries. I am now writing at a distance 
from my library, and so have not the means of exam- 
ining your quotations from St. Augustine and St. Hi- 
lary. I shall not fail to do so, however and I have no 


· Was not St. Paul Inspired when he taught as when he wrote? Surely, 
then, private jud
ent might not erect itsEJf in opposition to such authority. 
when once made manifest. Yet, the contrary i3 a direct conclusion from Mr. 
Do's reasoning. See I John, iv. 6. 
t Obstinate clinging to misrepresentation! See pp. 29. JOJ, 183. Possibly 
},Jr. B. is misled by his own false translation of legato which he renders" she 
reads," instead of "let her read," &c. St. Jerome does not decIare what the 
Church does, but what he infers she may be presumed to do. 'Jill now I did 
not think it worth while to point out the blunder. See p. 9. 
21 
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doubt of the issue of myexamination.-- As they do 
not bear upon the real question at issue, I shall not 
delay sending this letter to the press, having already 
been complained of by you for delays. But I shall send 
to the printer the result of my enquiries on my re- 
turn. Any unavoidable protraction of this controversy 
by my other occupations, was not the third part of the 
delay caused by your refusal to allow my letters to be 
published in the Catholic Standard. But for that, the 
controversy might have been concluded months since.t 
I here protest against any foot-notes in your edition 
of this controversy. They would involve the necessity 
,of similar foot-notes from me, and this would produce 
another mass of interminable controversy. 'Ve have 
both written at an unrestricted }p-ngth, and certainly it 
argues a mind ill at ease with ,vhat you have writron, 
that you are unwilling to give it a permanent form 
,vithout foot-notes, to which I should not have the op- 
portunity of replying. 
I accept your permission to correct the sheets, and 
will take care to do so without delaying the printer.t 
'Vìth regard to your alleged converts, I take the 
liberty of asking their names, and permission to en- 
quire from them whether it is indeed tIue.
 Forgive 
the in1putation, but experience of similar assertions 
compels me. 
If you do so, I am ready to give you the name of a 


· Shameless effrontery! When accused of misquotation, :Mr. B. dares to 
assert the charge a falsehood, rather than show the humility and love of 
truth to retract it. No wondm he opposed so strongly my adding notes. 
rrhree months have passed, and he has not recalled or explained, but main- 
tains against his opponent what he trusted would be an enduring, because 
unexposed, untruth. 
Reader, I tested the quotations by the originals, and found them garbled. 
I stake my reputation upon their being so. Say, now, what re1iance is due to 
Mr. B.'s sincerity, with all his appeals to the eye of an all-seeing Judge! See 
p. 395. 
t See p. 268. 

 Mr. B. afterwards declined it, unless I engaged not to add any notes. This I 
intimated would depend upon himself, as he should act honourably and honestly 
towards me in his last letter, or otherwise. He preferred taking unfair advan- 
tages, of which I have as much right to strip him, as a man to recover his pro- 
}>erty from a dishonest swindler. Nay, truth is not simply my property, it is 
that of all the readers of our controversy, which I am bound to protect. 

 Let Mr. B. appoint any friend who shall be put into communication with 
two of the converts to whom I r
ferred. The third being a lady, it would be 
Indelicate to bring forward. Mr. B.'s friend, having engaged not to allow the 
names of the individuals to be made public through him, shall state in the 
, . 
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fanlily now attending my church, whom the weakness 
of your arguments and the impropriety of your lan- 
guage convinced that the truth did not lie at your side. 
r.rhe head of that family has lived for years in my 
neighbourhood. fIe knows me to be incapable of dis- 
honour or falsehood, and he told me that he could not 
have imagined that so many words to so little purpose 
could have come from a Bishop of the Romish Church. 
These, sir, are however but little to the purpose. It 
is not you nor I, but our readers who are to judge of 
the weight of our arguments. 
In concluding this correspondence, I beg to remind 
you that I offered to discuss with you every doctrine 
of the Church of Rome, and to defend everything in 
our Book of COlnmon Prayer. "\Vhy you decline to do 
so, is not for me to judge. 
I wish, however, our readers to know that I am still 
ready. 
And now, sir, let our readers contrast the charges 
made against the Church of Rome by me, and that 
D1ade by you against the Church of England. 
I have proved the Church of Rome to be an innova- 
tor in doctrines and ritual, to be superstitious in prac- 
tice, to be corrupt in morals, idolatrous in worship, 
persecuting in spirit, schismatic in intrusion, and fore- 
doomed of God to be utterly burned with fire.. 
Your charge against the Church of England is, 
hat 
she takes the blessed word of God to be her sufficIent 
rule for faith and morals.t . 
I offered to you the whule compass of our Prayer. 
Book and Articles, and you make no other charge than 


1\{orning Herald and Catholic Standard the result of his inquiries, in regard 
of the position in society by profession and education of the two gentlemen to 
whom I will refer him, and their mm declaration concerning the influence of 
our controversy on their conversion to the Catholic faith. A friend on my 
side must be enabled by Mr. B. to make similar inquiries; and under the 
same condition shaU communicate the result in the two periodicals, in regard 
of the party referred to by him. 
· Characteristic presumption r 
t Shameless mi!'!-statement ! My charge is, that her VIth Article is in con. 
tr
diction \\-ith other most important portions of her doctrine, with itself, and 
wIth Art. XXXV.; and that, where there is self-contradiction in a Church, 
there must be error. God'
 word is our only rule; but that word is not con- 
fined to writing. 
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this, which is our glory and joy. Ob, sir, let me remind 
you of our Blessed Saviour's enlploynlent of, and reye- 
Ience for the Scriptures. When tempted by Satan, He 
yanquished with this: "It is written;" when encounter- 
ing heretics, He 
aid, "Y e do err, not knowing tIle 
Scriptures;" when proving the resurrection, He did 
EO by Scripture. 
'Yhen maintaining His own divinity against the blas- 
phemous Jews, it was still the Bible; "The Scripture 
cannot be broken." 
"
hen teaching the multitudes, He declared that 
bMven and earth 'would sooner pass away than one 
letter from Scripture. 
'Yl1en rebuking the vain assumption of Church au- 
thority, He still appealed to Scripture; "Thus have ye 
Dlade the commandnlent of God of none effect by your 
tradition," )latt. xv. 6. In declaring the atonement it 
"as by adducing the Scriptures. 
'Yhen tMching everything about Himself, He did so 
by expounding the Law, the Prophets, and the Psalms. 
And in the awful hour of His dying agonies, He cried, 
.. I thirst," "That the Scripture n1Ïght be fulfilled." 
His dying words were still the language of Scripture, 
"::\ly God, my God, why bast thou forsaken me!" 
In those blessed footsteps the Apostles trod. They 
Dmde known the mystery of the Gospel through "the 
Scriptures of the prophets." Rom. xvi 26. 
Those blessed Scriptures are indeed full, they are 
abundantly sufficient to make the man of God per- 
fect. if. 
They are given of God to be our guide in time, and 
in that awful day when we shall all stand before the 
judgment-seat of Christ; His o"n declaration is, "He 


· St. Paul sa
's only, that they are profiJa1Jle for certain purposes, that there- 
by the man of God may be perfect. This we never question; but the text goes 
not far enough for )fr. Ba}.lee'ø conc1u..ion.-The argument here is mostly new 
matter. Itð logical conclusion is simply this; on many occa..,ions Scripture Is 
appealed to or quoted by our Redeemer. But our Christian tradition'S, v.hich 
are the revelations of our Sanour to His di!'Cipleo;;, not" ritten by them, would 
110t have been acknowledged by the Jews as of authority, nor could tbey have 
any place in His arguments or instruction8. The uD"\nitten word of God in 
the :Sew Law, a8 di!'tingui
hed from the written word, commences only after 
the Xew Testament \\as drawn up. But St. Paul pro\ides for the mainte- 
nance, without writing, of certain Chrbtian doctrine", in a passage freQuently 
urged by me, but never noticed by my opponent i 2 Tim. ii. 2. 
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tl1at rejecteth me, and receiveth not my words, hath 
one that judgeth him, the word that I have spoken, the 

ame shall judge him at tbe last day." John xii. 48. 
That word is the bible. St. Peter tell us that it ""as 
the Spirit oj Ckrist who spoke in the prophets. 1 Pet. 
i.. 11. Isaiah testifies to the same. Is. xlviii. 16. St. 
Paul exhorts the laity; "Let the word of Christ dwell 
in you richly in all wisdom."-Co1. iii 16. 
The Church of Rome, wherever she is freed from 
the presence of Protestantism, deprives her men1bers of 
the use of tbat blessed word.. The swift judgment of 
God awaits her for the awful crime. 
The Church of England holds it up to all her mem- 
bers. She clings to it as to her most precious inheri. 
tance. So long as she keeps close to the Bible, the 
God of the bible will keep close to her. t 
J have now done, sir, in the midst of many interrup- 
tions and mu1tiplied demands upon my time. I haye 
cheerfully deprived myself of more than midnight rest, 
in orùer to defend the holy word of God. 
What I have written I commend to Him whose I aIll 
and whom I serve. I have written as in His sight. I 
can truly say I have written it with much prayer for 
you. The deep conviction of your awful danger, has 
been ever present to my mind. 
The multitudes who are deceived by R.omanism, are 
a continual sorrow of heart to me. 2\Iay the God of 
all grace make these letters the means of leading lnany 
souls to say: "Thou through thy conlnlandments ha
t 
luade me wiser than my teachers." "Thy '\Yord is a. 
lamp to my feet, and a light unto my path." 
That word bears the impress of heaven on every 
page, and the light of Divine truth 
n every sentence. 


· A wretched calumny! See the recommendation of Yartinl's Italian T'er- 

ion by Pius VI., also the approbations of the Archbishop of Paris, and of 
several other bishops to Amelote's French Testament, translated b.y direction 
of the General Assembly of the Clergy in 1655. On April 18, I8
o, Pope Pius 
\."111.. in a circular to the Catholic Bishops. exhorts them to encourage their 
flocks t{) read pious books. particularly the Holy Scriptures. Catholic trans- 
lations into the several languages of Europe had been greatJy multiplied for 
the use of the Laity, prior to any Protestant version. (St:e the Dublin Review, 
vol. 3.) 
t See Eph. Iv. 5, and z Peter ill. 16. 'lark the result of the rejection of au... 
thority, in the endless confiicting sects which deluge Protestant countrit:s. 
Turn to 
Iark xvi. 16. See p. ZI, et seq. 
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It tells the sinner of Jesus crucified, and points out to 
him as the glorious object of his faith and love, Jesus 
at the right hand, our advocate and intercessor, our joy 
and crown, our hope of glory. 
The testimony to Him needs no ecclesiastical infalli- 
bility. The blessed Scriptures are a lamp to our feet, 
and a light to our path, to guide our souls to Him. 
They are the ,vord of Christ. l\Iay all our readers be 
stirred up by the perusal of these letters, to read dili- 
gently that holy volume, to read it with prayer, to 
embrace its truths with obedient love, and to walk in 
the paths which they point out. Dcing so they will 
be safely guided in time, and richly blessed in eternity. 
I remain, 


Right Reverend Sir, 
Your faithful servant, 


JOSEPH BAYLEE. 


January 13. 18sz. 


JUCllABDSON AND SON, DEBBY. 
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Page I8z1ine 13, mad 
222 line 13, Article Twenty-five 
223 line 24, Do 
346 lines 9, 20, 27. Sybilline 
361 line 21, tradendü 
3341ine 27, infallibillity 


read 


made. 
Thirty-five. 
Do 
Sibylline. 
tradendi. 
infallibility, 
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